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SIR, 


HAVE read over your Reply, lately publiſſi d. oh 
I perceive, you are much diſturbed at the Free- 
dom I took with you, in That Part of my 
Defenſe which concern'd Tou: And tho you 
have; for ſeveral Yeats laſt paſt, been acting 

the part of a Cenſor, and a- ſevere one too (if we con- 

ſider the Intention, rather than the Effect) upon many 
great, good, and learned Men, Antient and Modern; 


YL yet when it comes to be your own Caſe to be ani- 


madverted upon (however juſtly; and upon a neceſ- 
ſary — you are not able to have i hh due 
_ "Temper of Mind. Iam very unwilling to give you 
any farther Diſturbance: And, indeed, were your 
Reply to be read only by Alen of Letters, I ſhould 
not have a Thought of returning any Anſwer to it. 

But ſince the Controverſy, about the ever Bleſſed 
| Trinity, is now ſpread among all Kinds of Readers, 


I have judged it neceſſary, in ſo momentous a Cauſe, 


to take ſome Notice of what you have done, for 
the ſake of ſome well-meaning Men who might other. 
wiſe happen to be impoſed upon by it. 
| You divide your Work into two Parts, Defenſve 


nnd Offenſive: The Firſt, to take off ((o far as you are 


able) what I had Charged you with; The Second, to 
retort the Charge, and to raiſe Objections from Anti- 
quity, chiefly, againſt the Catholick Cauſe, which 1 
have the Honour to eſpouſe. N ky 


* 


2 1 

| M Anſwer, accordingly, if it ſhall be thought 
1 4 to carry ut through, muſt conſiſt of two parts: 

One to ſhow that you have not been able to take 

off what I had charged you with; the Other to 

make ie gppear that your Objections againſt Us are 

2. trivial, not capable of doing our Cauſe 


* 


Part the Firſt. 
Which is to ſow that you have not been able to takg 
e what 1 had charged pon you. 
The Charge was. contained under To Head. 
1. — Fallacies, running through your whole 
| Book, intituled Diſquiſtiones Modeſte. ES Dy. 
2. Particular Defects, viz. Miſquotations, Miſcon. 
ſtructions, Miſrepreſentations, &. 
I do not add the Epithets of g 


groſs, egregious, or 


the like, as you are pleaſed to do (Reph, p. 160.) 
| becauſe, if I can prove the Facts, the Reader may be 


left to judge how groſs, or how epregions any AA. 


conſtruttions, Miſrepreſentations, & c. are: and becauſe 


thoſe and the like Epithets, or Decorations, are then 
oaly uſeful, when a Writer lies under the unhappy 
Neceſſity of endeavoring to make up in Words, what 
He wants of Proof. But to come directly to the 
Matter in Hand, I muſt begin with the Charge of 
general Fallacies, which were Three, and which I ſhall 
/ a Cd 
1. The firſt General Fallacy charged upon you *, 


Van, your making Eſſence and Perſon to ſignify the 


ſame. One individual, or numerical Eſſence you every 
where interpret to a Sabellian Senſe ; underſtanding 

by it one individual Hppeſtaſu, or real Perſon, In 
_— See why Defenſe, p. 399. 


C3] 5 
your Reh, you admit (p. 5.) that the ſame numerical 
nntelletinal Efſexce is, with you, equivalent to /ams 

| Perſon: So that the Fact charg'd upon you ſtands 
good, by your own Confeſſion. | 
Now then, let us ſee whether you have dealt fair- 
ly and juſtly with Biſhop Bull. I obſerved what 
Influence This one Principle, or Poſtulatum, of yours 
muſt have upon the State of the general Queſtion; 
and indeed upon your whole Thread of Reafoning 
quite through your Book. For, if it appears that 
you have ſer out upon a falſe Ground, you muſt, 
of Courſe, blunder all the Way, running into a2 
| perpetual Ignoratio Elenchi (as the Schools call it) that 
15, diſputing befides the Queſtion: which, under pre- 
_ tence and ſhow of Confuting Biſhop Bull, is really 
nothing elſe but confuting an Imagination of your 
ther the Aue Nicene Fathers believed the Son to be 
of an eternal, uncreated, and ſtrictly divine Subſtance, 
But, with you, it is, whether They believed Him 
to be the ſame numerical imtellefinal Eſſence (that is, 
zs you interpret it, Perſan) with the Father. Thus 
you have changed the very State of the general 
Queſtion, and muſt, of Courſe, argue all along wide 
of the Point. So, when you come to particular Au- 
thors, you ſtill purſue the ſame Miſtake that you 
| began with. You ſtate the Queſtion relating to Bar- 
nabas (Diſquiſ. Mod. p. 7.) thus; Whether He makes 
Father and Son one numerical Eſſence : which is the 
fame, with you, as to ask, whether He makes them 
the fame Perſon, The Queſtion is ſtated the ſame 
| way, in reſpect of Hermas *, Clemens of Rome f, 
Juſtin Martyr t, and Others. With this kind of 
grave Impertinence you go on confuting Biſhop Bull, 
* Diſquiſit. Modeſt. p. 9. 1 _ 5 
+ Diſquiſit. Mod. p. 12. 
4 Diſquiſit. Mod. p. 275. 


1 with⸗ 


Without ſo much as attacking Him ; while the 
ain weight and force of your Reaſonings (when 
"hey really have any) falls not upon any Thing 


which He has aſſerted, but upon quite another Thing 
| Which you have heen pleas'd to invent for Him. 


It is now Time to hear what you have to fay in 


Defenſe of thjs peculiar Piece of Management. Your 
Excajſes for it are reducible to Three Heads, 1/t. That 


Fou did not know what Biſhop Bull meant. J. That 


you had interpreted numerical Eſſence as all the Pre. 


ſent Orthodox do, whoſe Cauſe Biſhop Bull is ſup- 
poſed to have eſpouſed. 34, That numerical Eſſence 

does, and myſt fignify what you pretend, and no» 
thing elſe. Tho! I haye not taken your own Words, 


yet, I think, I have here given your full Senſe; 


and more diſtintly and clearly than you have 
done, I am next to examine your Excuſes, one by 


Gs 1. You did not know what Biſhop Bull meant, or 
in what Senſe He maintain'd the Canſubſtantiality. 
So you pretend in your Book *, and repeat it in 


your Keply t, that you are not certain whether He 


{the Biſhop) pleaded for 4 Numerical, or Specifick 
Unity of Eſſence; taking it for granted that every 
| Numerical Unity, is ſuch as you have deſcrib'd; 


and that there is no Medium between Numerical, in 


your Senſe, and Specifick; that is, no Medium between 


| Sabellianiſm and | Tritheiſm. This indeed is the 
_ Feamy Neddbs, the prime Falſehood which you ſet 
out with, and proceed upon; and which makes all 
your Diſcourſes on this Head confuſed, and wide of 


the Point, But of This more preſently, As to Bi- 


| ſhop Bull, if you had not Sagacity enough to per- 


| vive what He meant, 2 might however ef and 


ES 


| certaiih baue known, that He did mot meas what 


e Modeſt, Difquif. p. 31. Profs © Reph, p. 7. 


[5] _ 
You zre . to put upon Him; becauſe He has 
plainly, frequently, and conſtantly denied numerical. 
Unity, in the Senſe of perſonal ddemy. His Intent. 


Was not to prove that the Fathers were Sabellians (us 


your way of oppoſing Him every where ſuppoſes,) 


but that They were not iat. This you could 


' tidt but know, if you know any thing: And there» 
fore the method and way which you pitch'd upt 
of writing againſt his Book, was, to fay the Feaſt 


of it, very unfair and diſingenuous. You would 


| have your Readers believe that you have confuted 


the Biſhop, when in reality, after granting you all 


that you have been able to prove, it is not to the 
purpoſe, is no Confiutation of what the Biſhop has 

_ aſſerted, but of another Propoſition which the Biſhop | 
— Himſelf had diſowned, as much as you can do. The 

Charge therefore of miſtaking the Queſtion ſtands 
good againſt you; and, what is more, fu miſtak- 
ing, fince you could not be ignorant that Biſhop 
| Bull did not intend to aſſert Numerical Unity in That 


Fenſe wherein you oppoſe it. This is folficicae for 


me in Defenſe of my Charge. But for the clearer 


| Apprehenſion of Biſhop Bulls meaning in relation to 


this Matter, I will next cite you ſome of his own | 


| Words 


8 As concerning the Specifick Unity of Perſons, in 
c the Bleſſed Trinity, ſuch as is the Union of Sap- 
. poſita, or Perſons, among Things created (for In- 
„. ſtance, of Three Men, Peter, Paul, and Fohn, 
«& which are ſeparate from one another, and do not 
. any way depend upon 
* ſence.) This the Fathers of the firſt Ages never 
cc dream'd of, They acknowledged a very different 
Union of the divine Perſons, ſuch as there is no 
Pattern of, no Reſemblance perfectly anſwering to 


it, whereby to illuſtrate it, among created Beings. 


1% They explain the Matter thus: That God the 
5 1 Wo WS a | „„ "ve Fathet 


each other as to their EG 


1 


« Father 3 is, 88:1 faid, the Head and Fountalh of 
Divinity, from whom the Son and Holy-Ghoſt 
e xe derived, but fo derived as not to be divided 
« from the Father's Perſon, but 1b are in the 
« Father, and the Father in Them, by a certain 
« EX or: Inhabitation, ſo called, as I have 
« ow 2 | Defenſ. Fid. Nic. Sect. 4. lib, 4 — 
« P$avixs Himſelf contends that from This M- 
> Inhabitation, a numerical Unity may be in- 
4 ferr'd, Petav. I. 4. c. 16. It is certainly manifeſt ' 
Ko « this Explication can no way conſiſt with the 
„ Arian Hypotheſis : And it is allo manifeſt that 77. 
4 pghejſes is excluded by it, and the Unity of the 


M Godhead made conbſtene with a real Dina 
0 « of Perſons. 


_ Thus; far Biſhop Bull, in his 1 to Gllen 
He ſpeaks much to the ſame purpoſe alſo 


2% a Ar ne. 


(which Huetins fays was denied by 


 < merical Unity of Subſtance of Father and Son 


gen) I can 
e make it evident that Origen acknowledged That 


Unity as far as any of the earlier Fathers, and even . 


b Athanaſwes Himſelf acknowledged it: That is, 
Origen believed the Father, Son, and Holy-Ghoſt, 
tho really Three Perſons, yet to have no divided 


: s or ſeparate Exiſtence (as Three Men have) but to 


be intimately united and conjoyned one with ano- 
4 ther, and to exiſt in each other, and (as I may fo. 

« ſpeak) to pervade and permeate one another by an 
« ineffable MN,, which the Schoolmen an 
4 Inhahitarian > From which Inhabitatios, Petavins aſ- 


_ « ferts that a numerical Unity muſt an be 1 


« mferr'd. 
From this Account of Biſhop Pall, ir is rider 
Boll Poſth. Works, p. 1004. = 

4 Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. p. 130. * 


471 
e He weiber admjered r —— 


riaal in your ore it was very 
her of you — you laew a6; which of the 
Two He intended, 25 f He muſt have meant One, 
| when. it is fo plain that He meant Neither, but ut= 
terly denied Bath. He did indeed aſſert, as you 
2 Numerical Unity, but not in your Senſe, not 
in the. Sabellias Senſe of perſonal Iden. * 
your imper - 


21. The Second Excu/e you make for 
= tinent manner of oppoling Biſhop Ball without con- 


tradicting Him, is, that you interpreted Namerical 


Eſſence 3 as all the preſent Ortbedex do, whoſe Cauſe 


| Biſhop Ball is all vr) to eſpouſe. 80 you tell us 


in the Preface to Modeſt Diſquiſitions , that you diſ- 

pute againſt the Conſabſtantiality, in no other — the 
Numerical Senſe, as aſſerted by all the Orthodox. 
Nov, ſuppoſing. it were certainly true (as it is cer- 


 tainly falſe) that all, who at preſent paſs for Obs, 


underſtood Numerical Eſſence in the { me Senſe as you. 
 oppole it in; yet would it not be fair towards Bi- 
| ſhop Bull, to put That Senſe upon Him which He 


i fully, and ſa conſtantly diſowns and diſclaims. 


All that you ſhould have done, in this Caſe, ſhould 
have * to have obſerv'd, that Biſhop BAH s Book 


is nothing to the purpoſe of the preſent Orthodox, 
who 25 Sabellians, in as much as He has only 


chown that the Fathers were not Arias, has not 


To wag that they were Sabelliam. And you might 


inconſiſtent all the Orthodox are, in receiving and ap- 
plauding Biſhop Bulls Book, a Book which has 

proved nothing which can ſerve their purpoſe; a 
Book which 1s ſo far from aſſerting Sabellianiſm, 


I that is, Orthodoxy (as it is called) that it rather ſtands 


in direct — to it. Now this would have 
been the fair open way, as well towards the preſent 
AM Whitby. Di/qu, Mod. p. 32. Praf, Reply, p. 4. Ortho: 5 


ve took notice, on this occaſion, how weak and 


w 7 * 7 , : 0 N P . -j * CY l 9 
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| Orthodox, 2s towards Biſhop Bull, Towards the E. 
ter, becauſe it is a certain Truth that He has by no 
means ſerved the Cauſe of Sabellianiſm, or of Nu- 
merical Unity, in your Senſe: Towards the Former, 
becauſe it might have given Them an opportunity of 
explaining Themſelves upon this Head; And They 
might take their Choice, either to give up Biſhop 
Bull and all the Fathers at once, or elſe (which is 
moſt likely) declare what you fay of them to be 
pure Calumny and Defamation. For my part, 1 
make no doubt but it is a Slander upon 43 and 
that you will be found at length to underſtand 
2s little of the AMadernt, as you do of the Antients, 
I have good Reaſon for what I ſay, from one parti- 
cular Inſtance which I meet with in your Reply, 
p. 102. I am there repreſented, as having departed 
from the general received Doctrine of the Church, from _ 
the Fourth Century to this preſent Age, for no other 
reaſon but for ſaying, I mean 4 real Perſon and ww 
Mode. Is it then really fo, that All the Ortho 
dux, from the fourth Century down to the preſent, 
have believed a Perſon to be a Mode, that is, in plain 
Engliſh, a Manner; and three Perſons to be three 
Mauners? Believe it that can: I have a much bew 
ter Opinion, nay, certain Knowledge of them. The 
Cabolichs, indeed, down from the fourth (I may fay 
ſiſtrom the firſt) Century, have believed that there 
is no Diſparity of Nature, no Diviſion of Subſtance, 
no Difference in any Perfection between Father and 
Son; but that They are equally Wiſe , equally 
Infinite, equally , Perfect in all Reſpects; differing 
only in this, that one is a Father, and the other 4 
Son, one Dubegotten, and the other Begotten, as 4 
Third is n e And theſe three different A4 
| mers, or Modes, of Exiſtence diſtinguiſh the Perſons 
one from another, perfectly alike and equal in all 
other reſpects. The Phraſe therefore of Modes of 


8 Wat a 2 n os 


-.._ - "T8 
Exiſting, was not deſign d to denote the Perſons Them- 
ſelves, but their diſfingniſhing Characters. This is 
what Dr. Sauth's Authorities ſufficiently prove, and all 
that They prove; and, I preſume, all that He meant. 
For, tho you are pleaſed to quote Him againſt Me, 
He is expreſly for Me, where He utterly denies * that 
the Three divine Perſons are only Three Modes of the 
Deity. However that be, I take my Accounts of 
the Auients from the Antients themſelves. If you 


ol the ſixth, or eighth Century, to go no lower, lay- 


ing it down for Catholick Doctrine that a Perſon is 4 


Mode, it will be kind to oblige us with the Diſco- 
very. As to the Antients, I will be bound to an- 
ſwer for Them, that what you ſay of them from 
the fourth Century, is pure Invention and Romance: 
And as to Modern, I am very Inclinable to hope, I 
make no Scruple to believe, that you have miſreported 
Them as much as you have done the others 
3. Your third and laſt Excuſe is, that Numerical 
E ſence does and muſt fignify what you pretend, and 


nothing elle: And therefore it was right to fix it 
upon Biſhop Bull, who muſt be ſuppoſed to maintain 


| Numerical Unity. This is your meaning (Reply, p.. 
tho you ſeldom take care to exprefs your ſelf clears 


ly and diſtinctly. To this I anſwer firſt, that ad- 


mitting that your Senſe of Numerical Unity; is the 
only true and proper Senſe of it: Yet does it not 


follow, that you have any right to fix your Senſe 


upon Biſhop Ball. in Contradiction to his declared 
Sentiments. If any Man has a mind to uſe Words 
in an improper Senſe, provided He gives but ſuf- 
ficient Notice of it, He ſhould not be rigorouſly 
dealt with for it, or have a Senſe impoſed upon Him 
which He utterly diſclaims: A fair and candid Ad- 


= „ South Animad v. c. 8. p. 290, 291. . 
BS C verſary, 


[ 10 1 | 
verſary, in fuch a Caſe, ſhould make Allowance for 
Fords, and attend to the Thing. To make the beſt 
of it, it is very unkind and unfair, induſtriouſſy to 
miſtake an Author's meaning, in ſuch a Caſe, and to 


go about to confute what He certainly never intended 


= Diſpute about Words, 


to maintain; nay, what He is known to have denied 
and diſclaimed. But to come à little cloſer to the 
Point; How do you prove, after all, that your's is 
the only proper Senſe of Numerical? What if you 
| ſhould fail here, in the main Point of all, wherein 
your great Confidence lies, and for the ſake of which 
you have rais'd all this Duſt upon Biſhop Bull, and 
thrown Scandal at large both upon Antients and Mo- 
derns? It wy _—— that rere or Indivi- 
dual Unity has been, and is, maintain'd by Catholicks, 
and Cabolcks that abhorred Sabellianiſm.. "Could you 
| —_ that your Senſe of Numerical Eſſence is the on- 
ly proper Senſe, yet you can never prove that it is 
the only Senſe it has been uſed in: So that, at length, 


the Diſpute about it would be nothing more 
But I will give you a plain Reaſon Why you 
can never prove your Senſe of the Words to be 
the only proper Senſe: It is becauſe you can never 
fix any certain Principle of Individnation. It is for 
want of This, that you can never aſſure me, that 
three real Perſons, may not be, or are not, one 
Numerical, or Individual Subſtance. In ſhort, you 
| know nat, preciſely, what it is that makes one Being, 
or one Eſſence, or one Subſtance, Here your Meta- 
phyſicks are plainly deſective; and This it is that ren- 
ders all your Speculations upon that Head, vain and 
fruitleſs. Tell me plainly, is the divine Subſtance 
preſent in every place, in Whole, or in Part? Is the 
Subſtance which is preſent here upon Earth, that very 
| Individual Numerical Subſtance which is preſent in 
Heaven, or is it not? Your anſwer to theſe Queſtions 
* my 


* 
Number. ES 


is only te us, that the ſame 
y telling 


Efſence is the ſame Numerical Eſſence, Aye 


chard 1 And who doubts it? Or who is the wiſer 


for theſe: Diſcoveries? How ſhall I ever 
know, from „that three real Perſons may not 
be, or are not one Numerical Subſtance, one Being, 
one God? You will ſuppoſe, without doubt, that one 
Imtelleftual Eſſence, or one Perſon, are equivalent and 
= And I, on the other hand, will ſappoſe the 
IJ contrary, and then we are juſt as we began. You 
have not proved, nor ever can e that three real 
3 be properly one numerical Sub- 
3 all along gone upon the Sup- 
cannot, you have ſhown that 


© you can beg the Queſtion, that 
ander from the Point in Hand, can trifle 
much and prove little, and That is all. 

_- "The han _—_— have pleaded co make 

| m Charge | 4 al F. 1 IS, that | 

EE ſet out „ — the very Point in 

Queſtion, purſued your Miſtake all „and fol- 
lowed your own Wandrings, inftead o oppoſ ng 


Biſhop Bull: That you have no woo for under- 


ſtanding numerical Eſſence as you do, either from | 
| Biſhop Bull's Book, who never fo underſtands it, 
or from the Carbolick Senſe of it, Antient or Mo- 
dern, which is different from your's, or from the 


5 TP" of the * it ſelf, which may, for any 


0 2 | thing 


more — 2 i | 


— ©. 
thing you know, admit of another Senſe; and which 
+ you have no way of confuting but by ggg the 
Queſtion; which is not coufuting, but rather tacitely 

acknowledging that it is not capable of any Confu- 

tation. So much for the firſt Article: Only here I 


| m.muſt be ſo juſt to you as to obſerve, that you do 
| | not always wander tram the Point in Queſtion. You 

= - do ſometimes, indeed often, attempt to prove that 

I the Aue. Meene Fathers were of Thoſe Principles 
4 which were afterwards. called Arian. So far is per- 

= tHinent; and is directly * Biſhop BA. - But 
n= then I muſt obſerve farther,” that leſt you ſhould 


4 * Fattes to have been Arians, — 
other point as what you can prove and can never 
fail of, namely, that They were not Sabellians: And 
This is what the Reſult of your ne- 
rally comes to, after you have carried Them on as 

Fax as They can go. The firſt Point is what you 
ſeem” moſt deſirous of proving, were it poſſible ro 
do it: But if you cannot do That, you are content 
however to prove the Latter, rather than ſeem to 
have done nothing. I ſhould here conclude | this 

Article, but that two or three incidental Things 

| Yhould be taken notice: of, which muſt come in here, 
or no where. I had obſerved * ſeveral Gzards which 

you had pur in, in the general State of the Queſtion, 

2s it were with deſign to ſecure a handſom Retreat. 
You ſay, all the Ame-Nicene Fathers; when the moſe, 
or the generality might be ſufficient. I had reaſon 


* Defenſe, p. 401. The general Queſtion is thus ſlated. 
© Whether All the Ante-Nicene Fathers profe/i*d the very ſame Do 
 Gfirine which We aſcribe to the Nicene Council; that is, whether all 
_ 22 the ſame Numerical Eſſence of the Father to have 
en communicated to the Son and — Ghoſt, and that ther- 
fore Both are one God in Number with the Father, Whitby. 
Proc 7 7 · ws. 5 z 9 2 | . ö EO 


to 


to obſerve this. becauſe Biſhop, Bull, had. in a man- 
ner, given up Laetftantins : Beſides, that it is not 
ary to aſſert that every Writer (ſuppoſe Cle» 
me of Rome, or Barnabas) has ſaid enough in a ſhort 
Epiſtle, from whence it might certainly be inferr'd 
that their Principles were the ſame with thoſe of the 
Miene | Fathers. It is ſufficient if as many as ſpeak 
plainly either way, are on dur Side; and that none 
of the earlier Writers contradict it, but are:in the 
main favourable to us, and probably, if not deman- 
fraby ours. Another Guard inſerted was, which we 
. aſcribe to the Nicene Council, inſtead of, which was 
| afſerted by the Nicene Council. The reaſon I had to 
take notice of This, is apparent from what hath been 
| faid, Numerical Eſſence, rather than [ame Eſſence, Was 
another Guard: And what uſe you make ot it is viſi- 
ble enough. That this Eſſence, the ſame. Numerical 


E ſſence (or Perſon as you underſtand it) was cam. 
|  nicated to two other Perſons, is what you demand 


| Cavil at the word communicated. This I obſerved © = 


before: And your Reph * is, that what I call a Pre. 
tence to quarrel at the 8 is indeed 
Arguments produced againſt it, as it is ſtated by the Bi- 
ſhop, and which I durſt not medale 22 pretend 
0 auſwer. The Reaſon of my not anſwering your 


| Cavils againſt the Expreſſion, was becauſe it Was 


| of Contradiction. If you are able to prove any 


foreign to my purpoſe, and becauſe we were inquir- b 
— Wc Biſhop Bull had truly and juſtly repre- 
ſented the Autients, not whether His Doctrine (the 

ſame with the antient Doctrine) is liable to the Char ge 


of that kind (as you are not) againſt Biſhop Ball, 

it will hold equally againſt the Antients, Him 

too; and is of diſtin Conſideration from the Point 

which we are noy upon. Howeyer, if qur Readers 
® Reply, 2+ 5. 8 „ 


: 


« 


1 — oe. — — Ms — id +» pI 
* N * * " 2 
- _— 


will 
thoſe wei . 


5 way of Expreſſion. In pon ten 
| fon of the Son is the very T which is derived, 


5 municating his 


ſame numerical E 
numerical Eſſence, the ſame ummerital Per 
nicated: And Theſe two Perſons, or ih cone con- 
ſitute the ſame awmerical Eſſence; whi 


VPeed in che Father, 
different Manner. The — 2 — 1 


numerical Eſſence; and therefore I admit that the 
fame numerical Eſſence does exiſt in a different Man- 


= tren, the Eſſence of the Son 
=> e Bork © f 
ame Hppaffas, or Perſon, is N for — 
reaſon which you 1 aſes, 
one unbegotten, the Saber begotten, — not pe | 


All theſe Objections of your's turn * upon your 


[14] 
pardon a ſmall Digreſſion, I ſhall here examine 


Von object (Pref. 5. 21.) b * Sm 
tion of the Father's Efſence to u Perſon i 


4 inconceivable, 
EIN 


Perſon. This is nothing but Cavilling at a popular 
the Per- 


communicated, 3 3 Father, in com- 


Son. | 


You dn farther; hae | 
Effence of the Father be communicated, then it is the 


Both, only exiſting in 
rem Manner. 1 which I — if you by 


ſon, it is not 


communicated at all: For the Perſis of the Father 


only communicates, the Perſon of the Son is commu- 


ly, as perſonalized in the Son, is begoreew, as 
that is, in a 


different Manner, which two Perſons conſtitute one 


ner, in the two Perſons. 
Tou object allo *, that the Eſſence of the Father is 
Both 
cannot be the 


tannot be the ſame Eſſence. Tha 


give. But 
tute one Subſtance, or Eſſence, you have not ſhown. 


8 Fr 
cs | miſtaken 


Is) 


miſtaken Senſe of numerical Efſence, and amount to 
no more than a Petitis e 
granted the Thing in Grete, chat cannot be 
e I can 
dell you of Some, whoſe Judgme 2 
on, who muſt, upon their Principles, allow, that the 
fame numerical Subſtance; is both greater and leſs than 
the fame numerical Subſtance ; is, remote and diſtant 
from the fame numerical Subſtance, is contained in, 
and contains the ſame numerical Subſtance (ke my ; 
| Defenſe p. 299.) They muſt likewiſe admit of 
and Being, in the ſame numerical Being; Swhſtance and 
—— r * 4 

W cannot ſa fs 
= — n 
Subſtances; Eſſence and Eſſence, where they cannot a 5 

7 \ Foal my Defenſe, p p- pts 168.) ) Theta 
| aps, may appear new and ſtrange to you: 
Bot if ou pleaſe to confider them, They — be 


5 ufeful to. convince' you of your fundamental miſtake 


Subſtances, two Eſſences, two Spirits, tuo Lights, 


in cor the Phraſe of numerical Sabſtance to one 
particular Senſe of your own; and may help to ſa- 
risfy you that there's nothing abſurd or contradictory 
in the Suppoſition, that one and the fame numerical 
—— orten and en. Tou 
alſo pleaſe to er that tho the Carbolicks 
00 pecially after They came to expreſs Themſelves 
accurately) would never, or very ſeldom, fay co 


 Wiſdoms, or two Wills, any more than rwo Gods, or 
tuo Lords; yet They never ſcrupled to ſay Subſtance 
of Subſtance, Eſſence of Eſſence, Spirit of 92. Light 
Tal, Wiſdom of Wiſdom, Will "of Wil, in like man- 

ner, 45 God of God. All which is to intimate that 
che Union is not Numerical, in the Sabellian, that is, 
in your Senſe: And yet it is Numerical in another; 

iafomuch that you cannot - here ſpeak of Sabſtances, 


1 
or Eſſences, in the plural, as you may of Things f6e- 
Err 
nor be ſubordinate to none in the Father, and yet ſubor» 


| Perſons can be one and the ſame Subſtance, becauſe 


theſe Perſons may be /uborginate-one to another. Here, 
again, you ſuppoſe that three Perſons cannot be one 
Subſtance. And now, is not This ſhrewd arguing, 

thus perpetually to beg the "Queſtion? Vou have 
one Turn of Wit more, and it is againſt interior Pro» 
duction, which you pretend is ſuch a ſolid_Argument 
as I had the Wit to leave unanſwered; (Reply, p. 6.) 
This interior Production, you ſay F, is either the Pro- 
Auction of ſomething or nothing. Wonderful {olid ! 
Well, what if it be the Production of 'ſomerhiing ? 


For undoubtedly we do not mean it of ' a+ Pro- 


duction of nothing, that is, of no Production. 


Thben you ſay it muſt be the Production of ſome. 


thing eu, for a Production is always of ſomething 
new. Solid again! that an crernal Production muſt 
be a Production of ſomething ew. But you can- 
not conceive, it may be, how any Produttion ſhould 
be eternal. And what if you cannot conceive how | 
any thing ſhould be eternal? I expect a proof of you 
that it cannot be. Your Suppoſng it cannot, will 
give me no Satisfaction. I have now run through 
Pour little Quirks. and Subtilties upon this Head, 


which yet are not yours, but as old almoſt as the 


Controverſy ; deſpiſed by Men of Senſe all- along, 
deſpiſed even by your ſelf, thirty Years ago; when, 
with Honour to your ſelf, and to the Satisfaction. 
and Benefit of others, you wrote in Defenſe of That 
Antient Faith, which now you revile and blaſpaeme. 


8 Diſquiſit. Mod. p. 23. Pref. 
4 Diſquiſit. Mod. p. 23. Praf. 


But 


7 


(ol 


Zut to conc lude this Article, tho' I have, in-Ci- 
vility towards you, conſidered your Arguments drawn 
from the Natare and Reaſan of the Thing, yet I muſt. 
repeat my Obſervation, that we may have nothing 
to do with them, in o e E Enquiry relating to 
the Antients ; becauſe of any weight, 
They are as much 2 12 Faith of = Antients 
Themſelyes, as againſt Biſhop fy tha who acknow- 
ledges no other Nameri nity than 1 
F. . * * car, 
1 proceed to 

*, wa your 


Il. A ak 
from the cond gr Fla A (famous your rig 
bling and equiyocating) to Thats of the Aute-Nicene 
Writers; Men of a very different Stamp and Cha- 
racter, and who were not under the like Temptation 
of faying one Thing and meaning another. I had ob- 
| ſerved that you had recourſe to this Salvo, or Fal- 


lacy, in po ai to elude the Force of ſome Hi igh Ex- = 


7 preſſions, (in reſpect of the Son's Divinity) woo you 


met with in 1 Aute- Nicene Writers: To this you 8 


1 ; 
* it 5s not fairly ſoeeefied, l do This 
3 2 jo find ſome Expreſſions run pretty high and 
| ſtrong for the Divinity of Chriſt : For, in all the 
Places referr d to, there is no Expreſſion of that Nature 

but in the laſt. If you pleaſe to look back to your 
Procemium, (p- 4, 5.) you will there find that you | 


have made uſe of the Fallacy which I charge ou 
with, as a general Anſwer to invalidate the Force of 
moſt, or all Biſhop Bus Teſtimonies. You obferve 


that the A ak 5 of Chriſt to be God of Gods 
or God before the Warlds was common to many who 


were utter Enemies to the Wicene Faith. You go on 


5 to prove This farther by the Author of the O. I 
ad 8 2 p. 409. 404. | | 
3 * a 1  perfetiums 


14 
leder, which Author your — | Avian 
: You to obſerve from Bull Himſelf, 


that the 4rians ſcrupled not any of the « Catholick 
Forms of Speech, ſave only the Ferm -Conſubſtantial. 


They would fay, for Inſtance; that the Son was be- S 


Eons ferry modern 
rejected with I of making 
the Son » Creature: Now, what could be your — 
ing in theſe Remarks, but to inſinuate —— 


der, that let Him meet with ever ſo High: Expreſſions = 


"mean- 


of the Son's Divizity among the A Nicene Writers ; 


yet unleſs They have the very word Conſubſtantial, 


They might -offibly; 2 mean” no more 


than the  Arians did aſter by the fame or the like 
Expreſſions? This is the which I complain d 
of, and which you often occaſionally recur to, both 


in your Book and Prefaces, to weaken the Force of 


N — Bulls Authorities. Some of the Places where 


This, I referr'd to *, in my Deſenſe, which 
ns Reader that has a mind to it may turn to; and 


I do not yet ſee that I n d ching bur | 


E what is both fair and true. 


2. A ſecond Evaſion you have in * 1 
(p. 5-) is that you ſaid ſometimes Arians and 57 
arians, whereas I have repreſented you as if you had 
aid Arians only. I do not fee that This is at all 


M., terial. If either Ariam or Semi-arians uſed Ca- 


meant. You ſay, farther, that you likewiſe join 


tzhbolick Expreſſions without a Catholick Meaning, They 
come fo r under the fame Predicament of diſem- 
| Bling, and equiveca And that Both were notori- 

2 uilty of > Going, is clear from all Hiſtory | 
| of: Times. The Semi-arians in particular were 
often charged with it, both by Cazholicks and Aus- 


moſtly with them ſome of the Ane-Nicene Fathers. 

Bur you will never be able to ſhow that thoſe Ante= 
* Pref, 74 29. Df Mod, p. 6 go. tog · 153 · 3 

ö Nicene | 


1 calling 


0 the Poigt,. or j> ; 
— eee 7 
5 that far, @ mu be 


a v7: and 
EE gw not hay, you 


n 


them rs a abt ED : 80 
at Ariminum, really Arians. So 
were impoſed upon by the reſt, 


x of de ae le the $ only. 
not only fi "Athanafins, but 410 
Ferom, and indeed 


pls * you 4 are pleas d to _ 
— not imagine there was ſo much latent Inſin- 
cerity and Guile, under ſo many fine Words and fair 
Pretences from Men of their own Order. 
|  »+ 1 anſwer ſecondly, that there may be ae dif- 


ference between charging Men with Equivocation, 


Doctor, whom I ſcruple not to Charge with Equi- 


| vocating. He lays, in a Preface , He has many 


Ut verum fatear, multa fant que me impediunt quo minus | 
a ſententia de Vers Chriſti Deitate b id ſolum con- 


. Ge. "WP W P 3 "as 
C 2 Things 


Them Kneves. There is a Reverend 


[20] 
Things which hinder Him from "from the 
Belief of Chriſt's true Divinity: And i it's ; well known 
what He once meant by Chriit's rue ; when 
He wrote a Tra# * with that Title, in Deſenſe of it. 


| Who would not charitably believe, from hence, that He 


ſtill retain'd the ſame Faith, in the fame true Divinity d 
Bur ſee what He means by Chriſt's rue Divinity 
(Dis Mod. p. 25. ) where He commends Juin 
Ayr for mantaining Chrift*s mae Divinity, making 
This an Argument of it, that $s Sentiments 
| were clearly oppoſite to the Doctrine of the Nicene | 
| Council. Hence it is manifeſt, that the Doctor equi- | 
vocates in the Phraſe true Divinity. Fhe Fatt I main- 
_ tain; but if from — inſer that He is an 
— ing Knave, remem that the he toned] is 
5 , ard not mine. = 
3 You reply fourthly, as from a e that when : 
_ the Arians firf appeared; many Biſhops,” 4 confiderable = 


Number of the Clergy, and wo fiwall Page of the Priphe — 


favored his Party; and that two Synods convened at = 


Bithynia, and Paleſtine, wrote to their Brethren to com- T 


8 municate with thoſe Ariam, as as being Orthodox. 
here you ask, were all thoſe e 
thoſe Synods, Biſhops, Clerks, and 77 
1 Diſſemblers, and equiucc ating 2 » 
No; I charitably believe otherwiſe, | The ' 03nods, 
Biſhops, Clerks, and Laity, who received the Ai 
as Orthodox, were not, probably, the equivecating 
| Knaves (as you chuſe to expreſs it) but the Aria: 
ho by fair Words, and artful. is 440; 1 g. 


„ Whitby, de ven Chris Dn ad avis E 


I Magnam admirationem mihi injecit iniqua-eorem ſententia. 
| qui Fuſtinum M. Chriſtians EFidei Simpligitatem, in Doctrina de 
Chriſti præ exiſtentia, Veraque Deitate, adulterafle ſuſpicati ſunt ; 

quo Patrum Nemo, (eg. Nemmem) meo quidem judicio vel uus 
rel claviora gdyerſus Leg ie facile ef 


and | 


L427 1 


to be what They were not, and ſo e as 
| Orthodox. You will remember that the Principal of 
thoſe Holy Men, and able Fudges that promoted 
Aus Intereſt in the Synod of Bithynia, was Enje- 
bizs of - Nicomedia : The ſame Man that afterwards 
piroſeß d * his Aſſent and Conſeht'to'theNiteve Creed; 
5 the true Carbokick Faith; and excuſed his not con- 
to the Anat of hun. this 
Foot, that He thought Avia: bad been much miſ- 
preſented, and that hs from on Let- 
ters, that He was not the Man that the until took 
5 ny to 3 — — the principal Man of 
the Synod #ia;” Was rhus impo 
Arias s fair — u doubt but He 1 — — 
A, Ciſe to the Synod, as favourably” as ro | 
ſelf had conceiv'd of it: And then no wonder if a 
Man was recew'dias Orthodox, who was really believ d 
to be Orthodox/" If you think that Euſebins, all the 
While, knew" that Ari was not Orthodox, in my 
Senſe of the Word; Admitting Thar, yet He mi 1 
ſeor any Thing I know, repreſent Him as ſuch TI 
2s well as He did Aſter: If fo, the on — 
| 24 Nicomeda; the reſt might 
be impoled upor by his R ions and Colouf. 
ings. Hoy Aus and able Fadjes can Judge no other- 
_ wiſe of Ezcts, but as They are reported: And how 
could ir be remedied, if Arius happen'd to ger good 
Teſtimonials, tho Himſelf an IIl. Man? But enough 5 
of this Matter: As to the Aria Cuſtom of equi- 
| wocating, and thereby impoſing upon Honeſt Men, 
The Fact being plain, I ſhall infiſt no longer upon : 
it, only referring to a few Authors t who * I 
Money Account of it. or” 


7 Srom LH 8 0. p· 3 378. 


1 Det. Fid. Nic. p. 293. Caves Life of AthanaGus 
Care. — | Ger, Bp Cri ** 


II. A. 


— 
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III. A Third general Fallacy; juſt hinted in my 
Defenſe, (p. 405.) was, your arguing againſt the 
Faith of be ho Meat, Fathers, in hee of 
_ Chriſt's real Divinity, from this [Topic ; that They 
often diſtinguiſh Goa from Chrift, — call che Faber 
God abſolutely. 

HFlere, again, you complain of Me'for »nſair- Deal- 
ing. But how, or wherein am I nir towards You? 
You lay. rh p. 11. )- that jour ft Kies of 
this Nature is from the Epiſtle of ' Clemens Romanus, 

' where He conſtantly ſeparates (diſtinguiſhes, you mean) 
Jeſus Chriſt ſram That God, whom He ftiles the true 


. and only Gad, but never once- calls Him God. If this 


=, be any thing pertinent, I ſuppoſe your mean- 
ing is, that your t did hot turn upon This, 
that Chriſt was diſtinguiſh'd' from G, but upon 
theſe farther Conſiderat ions, that Chriſt 2 


0 ſo diſtinguiſh'd by Clemens, and never once called 


ſiderations put — one Arg 


Pleaſe, eall all thoſe Con- 
But They 
appeared to me to be diſtinct and ſeveral. You ob- 


ſerve * of Clexzens, that He perpetually diſtinguiſhes 


Chr God { Chriſtum Deo perperuo wit.) 
* — — — 


olf your Principles. A ſecond you add immediately 


call. Chriſt God, You proceed to illuſtrate” your firſt | 


_ ' Obſervation by ſuch Inſtances as Theſe . 


'Preſumption in favour = 
after, Deum vero ne ſemel nunceupat, Bat, He never 


That Clemens wiſhes Grace and Peace to the Corin- 


_ thians from Almighty God, ſus Chriſt; That He 
introduces (C ay SE Creator and Lord of 
the Univerſe diſtributing his Bleſſings by Jeſur Chriſt ; 
That Chriſt was ſent of God, Ch. 42; and that the 
Apoſtles had their Commiſſion by Chriſt from God, 
Ch. 43. Now to what purpoſe were theſe: ſeveral 
Inſtances produced, except you intended them as ſo 
* a Mod. p. 1& mn, 


| often might the fame Thing be oblerved in modern 


| LF 
many Arguments againſt Clemens his believing Chriſt 
war Codfubltantial wich Him whom Shue He calls 
God, and from whom He diſtinguiſhes Chriſt? But 
I inſiſt upon it, that there is no weight at all in this 
Argument. Nothing has been mote common with 
Writers, who have fully believed the Doctrine of a 
Co eternal Trinity, than this Manner of ſpeaking; 
ce elpecially when They have been thinking on another 
SubjeQ,, and had no oecaſion to ſpeak of Chris 
Divinity. 
other Writer, in a ſhort Epiſtle, or Tract, has ſpoke 
| of the Father only, under the Title of God, and of 
the Son as Lord, or Saviaur, or Higb- Pri? How 


Treatiſes, or Sermons of very Orthodox Men? 1 
ſee no Conſequence that can be juſtly drawn a- 


gainſt our Principles, ſrom theſe Premiſes, And if 


Clemens called the Father the only God, or only trac 
God, tho That be a diſtinct Argument from the for- 


the other, as I have ſhown in another Place *. 


mother Book f, from Origen; who, it ſeems, in his 


And what if Clemens, ar Pacer, or any 


Book againſt Celſus, diſtinguiſhes and ſeparates (ſo you 


ſay p.12.) Chriſt from Him who is God above all; and 
_ declares, in the Name of the generality of Chriſtians, 


the Fallacy I charg'd you with, nor belonging to the 
Book which I was animadverting upon. 
may not ſtand. upon Niceties with you, I will give 
you an Anſwer to this zew Pretence. It is very certain 
that Origen never intended to deny that Chriſt is God 
| above all: Becauſe all Catholicky & (I might ſay Her- 


* Sermon 4th. 


+ Pref. de 8. Script. Interpr. p. 34.35. 5 
_ + Ses the Teſtimonies in Mills. Aud my Sermong p. 221. ; 


But that I 


[24] 
ricks too for the molt > bod before ade 
Origen's Time, as well as Origen Himſelf, underſtood 
| Roms. 9. 5. of God the Son, there ſtiled zi Tar 
wy Oess, or God above all, Yet there is a certain 
| Senſe in which the Antients have denied Chriſt to be 
the God above all; namely, when fo underſtood as to 
make Chriſt the very Perſon of the' Father, 2s the — 
belliam underſtood it *, or to ſer Him above the. F 
World, o ſome 
Shy 


H 
other Hereticks pretended. In this latter 
is Onjes Srales the Saw 16 he Bull ths 5 
had reaſon to do, becauſe it would have bee denying 
His Subordination and Sonſbip, and inverting the Or- 


Senſe it 
all; 


dn of wie Poke, ve ds 


in any Senſe above the Father, or ſo God above all, 
as to have the Creator, or Father ſubordinate 6% 
Him. r 5 
Norwithſtanding all This, Origen Himſelf, in 4 


very Page before That which you refer to, aſſerts 


and maintains the Carholick Doctrine in full and ex - 
preſs Terms, the very ſame Doctrine that we contend 


| for at this Day. For, having objected to Celſus ** 


the worſhip of mary Gods, telling Him that if He 
vwould be conſiſtent with his Principles, He ſhould 
not talk of the Kingdom of God, in the Singular, 
but of Gods, in the Plural, He then bethinks Him- 
ſelf that the Argument might be retorted up- 
on Chriſtians, as worſhipping two Gods, viz. the 
Father and Chriſt. Here was the Critical Place ;- om ; 
jf any where, we ſhall ſee of what Principles 7 
was. Well, How does Origes get rid of the G5 


2 vid. Apolt. Conſiit. 1 6. e. 26. Pleud Ignat. Ep. ad bu. 


e. g. Ad Philip. c. 7. 


+ Origen Contr. Celſ. p. 387. Baſil. Epiſt. 78. p · 892. . 
| + Vid. Iren. p. 101. 106. Edit. 3 * in Nan. 

p- 476, Huet. ; 9 85 
os Vid. — p. 385. 38 * 1 

. (etion? 


| £259: 
joins Not by ſaying that the Father is God, 
in a proper» Senſe 2 Not e that ae Father i 
ſupreme Gad and the Son alter G 1 
No. Te was wiſer than ro mike ridiculous 
* bf 


pd | Gemil le, b tach . a we oY 
Ives; the. Di #0 a 
en b 


=y by: 


_ He i in any Senſe, « 3 the Geary o d 
11 ay u 1 1 81 10 Flops 
But we aſſert that 1 . one God with 


3 Him who- is the Facher, and, as ſuch, 3 gry 5 


_ And this very Doctrine is plainly en , a5 
well as Ours. 2 have forced File Sik is Di- 


greſſion, by: making your Objection in a \ og 


Place; 24d Heres by That be wy Excuſe, wy. 5 


Reader for it. Now I return. 

I have run through the Three general Fallacies 

Which I charged you with. Vour feeble Endeavors 

to take Them off, prove ineffectual: And They now 
return upon you with the greater Force. 


I am next to conſider the particular Deſecti. But. 
before 1 proceed farther, it will here be proper to 


; remove 2 Complaint of yours, which you. repeat 


ae - e. ee * 
1645. Page _ 


N 


Hog 
ea ane * in ſome Dat 
= in its Carat Abr | Gy 


that T wm to hive 
De te dare attended bel all the 'w 


any Danger to Biſh 
Rk Book, that I ſhould never have given my felf 
the trouble of remarking at all upon it, lad ſt not 
deen given out to 'Eagliſh Readers (who muſt take 
ſuch Things on Truſt) chat Biſhop Bas famed Piece 
would receive an Anſwer, ſuch as mould fatis 


tr Fs nyt 
ig D Se rs. "moe 
e 
mul, as either not to have m Air eo 0 | 


particu SA 


=" Io he gun ee] u Gear 
Ball, and his 


od. 


fy All 


| learned and nnprejudiced Perſons. I knew that's" Latin 
Book could do no Harm, but among Thoſe that could 
read Latin; and ſuch I thought might, for the moſt 
part, be very ſafely truſted, having Biſhop Bull's Book 
to compare with your's, which alone is ſufficient to 
| anſwer for it ſelf, with Men of * 1 The 


Dien 


e, from 


C: 27:1 


A but from, the 
e 


_and. ingricate. and. = 
Writer, that has. 4 
Tr kd 
in ay» 
RG 5 gate 2 17 of 
WS ies in your | 
W one, whole Book 
apſy ren e err 4. fa RE 
* $ * w- 


no reaſon do ex- 

W agg by Fragrepf: becanſe 
much better way "of de 

are. not careful ro ha Perri- 

vou imagine, would be at. the 


ect anc Anſwer . 
here is 3 ſhorter 
with Authors 


is Argument is good againſt the Sabelligny, and in 
a.Senſe of numerical Eſſence as is nor to the pure 
oe; but in Biſhop Bull s Senſe, and in the true 
Senſe, the Argyment is 7 weight at all? 
ſhort general Anſwer is "ſufficient in fuch a Caſe; and 
is in reality 2s long as the Objeckon. which is only 
Repetition of the dme Thing: Had you ſtated the 
1 Oe fairly, kept cloſe to the Point in Hand, ar- 
8 pertinentiy at leaſt, 1 not ſolidly, all along, di- 
my, fing That, "Thar only, which Biſhop 


fc 


1 Er attend upon you all the way throug 


: 1 to haye defended the 2 ** your e KY: 


| Trl 2 you 2 fumes Times over, that : 


ertook te prove; then indeed it might here 1. 


moſt material Words, ow cbt on Which the B- 


128 

But when, inſtead of this, youu ſer out upon wrong 

Foot, and wander wide 151 fat from e Mark you 
ſhould have aimed at: When' inflead of | attacking 

| Biſhop Bull directly, you encounter for the molt port 

a Phantom of your own, and Fight with your Sha- 

dow: In ſuch a'Caſe a this, we have no need: to be 
ſolicitous about the Biſhop, Thofe formidable pre- 


parations, which might be otherwiſe apt to ſtrike Ter- 


tor into us, are happily diverted another way: All 
we haye now left to do, is to ſtand by) unconcern d, 
| look on, and ſmile. ' Theſe are my Reaſons why I 
| hold my ſelf excuſed from making any more parti- 
cular Are to your mera, Argiuments, ' 23 you 
date pleaſed to call Them. You may give Us leave 
to judge how far our Cauſe may be endanger d by 
what 4 done: And if We who are Friends to 
the Biſhop and his Cauſe, are in no pain about Either, 
nor at all afraid of leaving Them in the Lach, You 
may de very eaſy. Now T. 
the Particulars of the Charge upon yo kd; C7 
ions, Miſconſtructions, Miſvepreſent ations, Revivi 
aud tritt Objettions concealing the Anſwers, &e. 7 
1 think, reach to about twenty Particulars, which EY 
ſhall* all be conſidered in the. tame Order as id 
down in my Defenſe. ': 
I. I charged you * wich a — t of 1 
carp's hg recorded in the Epiſtle of 5 
| Church of Smyras. You left out, as I id, the mk 


| ſhop's. Argument chiefly - depended. You acknow- 

| ledge in your Rep (p.13.) that you left thoſe 
Words out, and the reaſon: you give, is, becauſe They 
are. neither in the Edition ef Biſhop Uther, or * of Co- 
telerius, from whom yau cited the Paſſage. This An- 
ſwer, give me leave to aps is more unkind. to your 


t wy Defenſe, 5. 496 e mathe, 5 


ptoceed to make good 


7 1 
elk chan the Chage L made. T had- compared tbe 
different Readings of the in the two Edie 
tions, Exſchizs's and hap Uſper's. I. conſidered 
that if you ſhould pretend to follow Biſhop UVſber 


and 'Corelerins, you had fallified in two places, chang= 


ing nel & into N ö, and . öfen into op 
e which are very material Alterations. But 


if you ſhould' pretend to copy from Enſebins, there 


you had left our ow af The latter being 
a Sin of Omiſion only, and more excuſable than put- 


ing Words into the Text, I choſe to fix the Cline 


ont of the Text of Enſebins; 


the Reaſon of your 


Both, 


— where it might fall the lighteſt, and ſeem ra- 
| thera Slip than any ill Defign. © I had another Rea- 
ſon why I wis willing to charge 


it as an 


Biſhop Bull had followed Enſebinss Copy. Now if 
vou Bad a mind to take another Reading from Uſher 

and Cotelerins, you ſhould have given Notice that 
— 17 94 made uſe of a faulty Copy, before 
Fou had 1d over Him; and ſhould have ob- 
| ferved that Uſber's and Cotelerins's Reading was the 
true one. But bor a wend do you top n and 
” deep Silence, in this reſpect, is 
very evident. Biſhop Bals Argument was £ 
and good, according to Exſebins's Reading: And ac- 
cotding to Uſhers and Cotelerixs's it would have been 
fill eee and e. Since therefore. Neither of 
= 


| invent a new one of your own *: And 
chen you might ſecurely inſult over the learned Pre- 
its having Tee and Comment Both of your own 
SH] ding 


— of the Paſſage 

A. & n ad, apts of di, Euſch, E.H. 14. c. 13. 

.f ge. b hun dvr, Whitby. Diſq. * 4 

* £5, Uſer, code. | 6s 
* | | But 


; and That was 8 


s would ſerve your Purpoſe, you lay aſide 


| bius i & abr e away: 


want it: being improper” 
| — 2 * oh the Som. 2 


or 
oa weary — 


to. ſey by whom, and with. whom 
berry ab a 


— . c — 
_ * 


Phraſe which may expreſs the 
not Hable to the ſame Exceptions as the Phraſe 
= Ng auTg. Now, to falfify a Teftimony of this kind, 

tho caſ 

Oſcitancy. Lou obſerve that ab'eo tanqnam Em- 

E 5 
Exemplar. That is, if we will allow you your on- rh, 
* * you cannot make the fer fo 0 . 5 


C 30 4 


Ben ven fi the Words . d be iu K 
(you; mean & e 


24 


ou auge to ci of 
32 8 
Bon very proper : And it will be thoughs. char che 
Compilers of our Office, who 


. &c, _—_ 


pn CH for 20 Ner- 


| fon that [ could ee but I a weak Infinuation 


we 


owing that r N 
only, in reſpect of the Son's Part, or Office in the 
Work of Creation, bur -fornerimes 2. * dvTyy A 
auſe, and is 


, betrays however great Negligence, or 


I Ar che Srinhoing thee Zap. 


your #ph c. 15) to objet s follows. 


£53 

rob wy, id e ark he ; of 

12 Danging gs .aurs 

ou took. am, us, one Senle of the 
r 


— ALY ion. bo 
—.— be drawn againſt our Principles, 


after * all Things were -made ;- unleſs 

ZE — was an 8 to r 
2 dere 1 7 — — Paſſage —— 
g Pallage I 
the eternal I the Son, as Biſhop Ball allo 

had done r. You expreſs'd your..,felf. — 
obſcurely in ankver, to the n Only this was 
plain — your Words, Fulira Pr . renitente ) 
that you intended. ſometh ; oppoſite to the Biſhop, 
and ĩnſinuated to your Reader that this Quotation of 
Auhadins proved the very contrary to what the Bi- 
ſhop- alledged it for. Now the Biſhop had cited it 
in proof of the Conſubſtaxtiality, and Ces 

Son.: To which purpoſes it is indeed as full and clear 
z any can be deſired. You are pleaſed however, in 


911 | 
= Defenſe, p. 4 ; 
t Md, b. 79.769 

+ Method. apud Phot. p. 960. Se wy Defenſe p. 143. 


| 1. Thar . 


3 9 n 


not per — | 8 
For 


in my Dee, to prove 


ernity of the 


+ Sai; Tüse Ne beg u. ng — "thit r 2 
— 2 — lA | 


| 


<<. 
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has which either Biſhop laid a 
upon? Dar es pen, 0 0 


What could not be anſwer det. 

. You object to us — 
thodins to” confront ours wich. He calls the 
80 you rranſſee: Viighs u not as well have rendred = 
that k gaming! But That 


d . 41 


fi 


the Son, who had 4 Beginning; tho“ Merhidins fays 
no ſuch Thing. I 


1 2 Prixciple, or - Head, after the Father : 2 That 822 
San is the Fuuntain of all Things, after the Father; 
not in Time, but in Order; the e Fekter being always 
primarily confider'd, 28. Head and Father of the Son. 
The Sum then of what Aerhodius has there ſaid, is 


| that the Son has a Father, and on the Ry os 
1 e wy Defenſe, Pu] 139+ Ke, 


[3x] 
None, What Catholic would ever ſcruple to aſſert the 
fame Thing ; No one ever daubted but chat the Fa- 
2 W arxes in d 
3. You objed thirdly, he Glowing os, (for L 
ſee not the Senſe) „Needles ad that theſe Words 
% might be Him (the Son) In the 
Beginning crened.the:birarts and che Kends 
« . The Lord created Me the Be- 
Ways. Now what can an EA liſb Rea- 
of choſe two Pallapes, '2s 2s you have repre- 
Them and--tacked Them together? From the 
— I ſuppoſe, He is to underſtand that the 
v ug according to AMerhadimt. But chen 
What will Et make of the Text out of Geneſis? 14 
He to #'that the Son was created with the. 


| God. As to the Paſſage in Geneſis, Adethodius interprets 
os apxy (which we render in the Beginning ) in the 
- 3 underſtanding by Principle: God the Son, in: 
all Things were created, according to St. Paul, 


Coloſſ. 1. 17. Now fince, according to Methodins, i 


all Things whatever were created in the apyy, 4. e. 
in God the Son, it is plain that He exempts Him 
from the Number of Creatwres. As to the other 
Text, out of Solomon's Proverbs, you have, without 


| any Ground or Warrant from AMethodins, render d 


£47108 created, inſtead of appointed, or conflicuted. The 
meaning, probably is, according to Aethadius, that 
the Father appointed or conſtituted, God the Son as the 


RH \ ? Vi Gregor. der on 35 f. ze. Damaſeen, de Fids | 
* © BB; P42. 8 AS F ” 
et * , 


- % 


fl 


— This kind of Conſtrafion of thar' Plice 
of the Proverbs, appears to have been known and 
received in the Church, ſome Time before Methodins ; 
as is plain from Diowyſins of Rome , his Comment 
; the Text: which was afterwards countenanc d 
by 'Enſcbins t. and other Catholick Writers f. Athe- 
#4;oras, much earlier than any of them, muſt have 
| underſtood the Text nearly in the ſame Senſe. For, 
——— . 
| „ Or ting om t 
bs 5 ak #4 \ for 
the World of Creatures to ſubſiſt in, c om 
thence their proper Forms, Order, and Perfection; 
He immediately cites this Text out of the Proverbs, 
- as- confirming his Sentiments **, To return to A- 
tbodius: He barely cites the Text to prove that Chriſt 
| was prior to the Creation, and that al Creatures had 
their Subſiſtence in Him. He is not ſo particular in 
| explaining the Senſe of txmor, as Diampſs of Rome, 
or Exſebins: But it is more than probable that He 
underſtood it much in ſame Senſe. ' Certain it 
is, that your Conſtruction of Him is intirely un- 
warranted; and not only fo, but contradictory to 
the Author' $ known Principles elſewhere. Upon the 


* — comin eee . 
vues den pe, Vi If I aored red d. Dionyſ. Rom. apud | 
_ Athanal. p. 232. =; 
_ Axen 91 T He « 679 woels Far TaTges aber wi 5 
* —.— drm urn To narf szir, n rie . | 
Eccl. Theol. |. 3. p. 151. . 
Ns + Non enim ita Safientiam Suam condidit, quaſi . 
ſine Sapientia fuerit Hoc Initium habear Sapientia Dei quod 
de Deo proceſſit ad creanda omnia tam cæleſtia quam terrenaz | 
non quo cæperit eſſe in Deo. Creata eſt ergo Sapientia, imo 
genita, non ſibi quæ ſemper erat, ſed His que ab ea heri opor- 
tebat. P/end- Ambroſe de Fid. Orth. c. 2. p. 8 


3  Athensg 6. 10. P. 38, 39, 40. 


1 


| was a Miſrepreſentation and Miſcon 
ing as as if Dr. Cave had ſaid, or meant, that many, 


| your & 


(35] 

whole, you have not been able to anſwer Biſhop 
Bulls Citations out of Aenbodiut, nor to make good 
r Methodins's Orthodoxy. 
1 — ha added 

| «you you ve to : 
And have —— 
of your firſt Offenſe, that you Tov mote. hes 
doubled it. 
IV. A fourth Thing which I chen v upon you, 


. 1ction f of a 
Paſſage in Dr. Cave 4. I blamed you for infinuat- 


or moſt of the Aue Nicene Fathers were againſt the 


Divinity and Eternity of Chriſt. That. you reall 
intended to! infinuate as much, is coofeſ'd 4 


eply, where you tell me (p. 26.) that the 

natural import of the Wards (Dr. Cave's Words) con- 
| tains 4 fill Conſutation of the whole Deſign of my Book, 

8 1 zo prove that all the Ante-Nicene 5 2 = 
: aiv'd the Conſatenialty of the Sew with the Fa- 

' 1 hove-'nor-millakes- the» @ to the Matter of 


which IL 


Fact, that you, really did een what I had charged = 


you with. That you was to blame for ſo doing, will 
eaſily be made appear as plainly as the other. Two. 
$ Thin I before obſerved, 1. That Dr. Caves 
| Wor ;, ought not, without a manifeſt neceſſity, to 
| have been interpreted to a Senſe directly oppoſite 


to his well known and often declared Sentiments. 
2. That there was no ſuch manife# Neceſſity in the 


| Cale before us; but rather ſome probable Grounds, 
even from the Paſſage it ſelf, for interpreting Dr. 
Cres Words —— than you have done. No -- 
as to Dr. Cawe's real ——— * to 3 
* Deſenſs of Queries, p. 407. 
4 Whitby: Diſquif. Med. p. 97+ 


6 p. 112. 1 
F OS - „„ 


ve 

hb that ir. had been 6 taught 

| Catholick, Fathers; EEE 
to Antiquity could make any Queſtion of it: That 
* molt en N to n 4 &c. is, 


5 T6 4 (quem- 

We EE 

locuifſe one | 
4 | 


TRE 6 oP ale veterum Confenfum ad —— ; noſtras * 1 
Expertus eſt id Theodoſius Imperator An. ins 2855 quando = = 
heos Epiſcopos cum Arianis,, 'Maredonianis nee i eons | 
L Synodo, confligere vellet ; Suadebat potius Nedario & — 85 

qui Ipſum conſuluerant. Siſc r. ut 2— Hareticos iſtos 


num admitterent illos Doctor erpretes Scripturarum, 
= ante Ecclefiz 1 Difſidium | Cul =» Ep. 4p f. P22. 
Vid. etiam p. 17. 


Mlonebo tantum, in Patrons * e Philo@phica 2 
Fidei Articulis probe eſſe diſtinguenda- In His, S. Literis & 
Catholicz Traditioni ftriius ſe alligant. & in Rui Sunn 
OMNES CONVENIUNT: in illis majori utuntur libertate, & 
opiniones ſæpius adhybent que in Philoſophorum Scholis venti- 
_ lari folebanr; quin & in explicandis Fidei Myſteriis 
— e Schola Platonica petitas admovent, ſed ad —— 
ſenſum accommodatas. Ibid- p. 48. 
Profiteatur (J. Clericus) Se cum Eccleſia Catholica agnoſcere, 
Deum eſſe Effentia unum, Perſonis trinum, nempe Unitatem in 
Trinitate, & Trinitatem in unitate fe Colere ac Venerari; cre- 


gere Se, Jeſom Cbriſſum verum eſſe & aternum Dei Filiom, 


Patri vero iu ι, & cure 


tunc demum intelligemus 


Fidem ejus in principibus his Doctrinæ Chriſtianæ Capitibus, 
rectam eſſe, Orthodoxam, & tam Sacre Seripturæ, quam MF 


der 


eve n eee er Ep. ex. p 107+ 


Times, upon different — afſetred 


Propoſitions. But, with Submiſſion, I think it a 


ſuppoſe otherwile af Him, dil it can be evident- 
| appear, that He has contradicted in one 
Pute what He had laid down in Another. If there 


be any Room left for a favourable and candid Inter- 
pretation it ought; to he admitted. —— 


to you, that there was no manifeſt 
preting that Paſſage of Dr. Cave, as you do. He 
recounted about ſeven Errors of Laftentins, 
to others unnamed: And in Thoſe, He ſays, many of 
the Autients concurred with Him. By ia Thoſe, He 
— mens in fan, or ater of chew, wot 
in every ſangle particular. To make it the more pro- 
| bable that He really meant no more, I obſerved that 
de Divinitate ſtood as a diſtint Article, and might 
be conſtrued of the 
ſurd Notions of the Deity, as great Errors as any 
could be. Could Dr. Cave take notice of many | 
| ſmaller Slips, and never allude to Thoſe which were 


Deity. Lactamius held very ab» 


the ſt of all? And yet you cannot pretend to 5 


ſay that Alam, or deed” 4 Am of the primitive Fa- 
thers concurr d with Lactantius in thoſe Errors con- : 
Exrping the Deir. From ay hs ns be 
= 


would not have put de and de, but would rather 


Lou obſerve farther, that T 
8 Himſelf J. 2. C. 8. where 


| acquit Him of the like 
| His Srews an —— — 


might fee Them; and might allude to one in the 


| the Father, In a word, : | 
give me leave to think that Dr. Cave = 


Article de Divinitate, and to the other in the words, | 


d eterna Filii exiſtemia. For, ſurely, otherwiſe He 


8 have expreſs d it as one Article thus; de Divinitate 


rue aterna exiſtentia Filii, and then have proceeded 
ich another a, to a new Article. Upon the whole, 
you can never make good your point from this Paſe 
lage of Dr. Cave, which is not only capable of a dif- 


| and oſt probably requires it. 


_  * Verum quia fierj non poteſt quin id quod ſit, aliquande eſs 
eeperit ; 14 — 

ante omnia e ſeipſo fit procreatus . Deus ipſe ſe fecid. 

Lctant. I. 1. <& 7. 5. 32. r 


ferent Conſtruction from your's, but moſt naturally 4 


ens eſt ut, quando nihil ante eum fuerit, Ipls 


does not ſay 


meant, He Himſelf tells us in the very 


L 39 


Lou would infinuate ( 0h ped om we 
n where of Origen, 
that Errors — X to * Trinity, 
_ _ in Br. Ceve's Judgment, contrary to any 
HOT I En which 
again is doing That good Man a ſecond Injury, in- 
kad of make 3 Dr. Ce 
F 
S Churchz, 
but only that many of Gps raed Opopee 
were not: And what fort of Opiniow Dr. Cev — 


to *. Namely, Ixricate Queſtions that 3 * 
valid only in the Schools L- Philoſophers, 2 
3 of his on Ixventiom that were minus commodæ, 

© juſt. or accurate as They be, Now what 

his to our preſent Purpoſe? See the Paſſages of 


hi ns before cited, ſufficiently ſhowing that He 


thought the Doctrine of the Trinity to be a ſundamen- 
tal Article of the Church, and an Apoſtolical Tradition. 


1 Bur I am weary of attending you through ſo ma 


ny 
trifling Pretences. To conclude this Head: The 


wolt that ean be made out of Dr. Cawe's Expreſ- 


 fions here, or elſewhere, is no more than This, that 
ſome of the Aue - Nicene Fathers, in ſome Places of 
their Works, expreſs'd themſelves ſometimes 1 f 
Pa.eriy, uncaurioſh, or it may be, now and then das- 
| geronuſly, in reſpect of the Doctrine of the Trinity, be- 
| fie the meaning of Terms was adjuſted, and ſettled; 
nnd thoſe Articles reduced to a more certain, and more 


' accurate Form of Expreſſion. In the Sam of the 


Mater, in the main Doctrine, the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
were agreed. This was Dr. Cave's real Judgment; 
zs may be ſeen by his own Words before cited: 
And, I ſuppoſe, He may be allowed to be his own 


| beſt Interpreter. He was not only in thoſe n 


2 ; Liter, Vol I, 2 77. 
ments, 


— 


41] 


ments, but albu far Them, being) ite Lover d 
Admirer of the primitive Fathers. — 8 — 
good Man have been filled with 
ESI — — 1 
ch purpoſes as you one 
55 V. 1 charged *- you farther, as r 
char the Titles of 74 wet ri. = 
Amp üs (That is, Crrator, or Fremer of the Uni. 
verſe) were ſuch as the' Writers of the fert wry 
” - diſtinguiſh'd the Farther from the Son by. | 
ws indeed ſo tender in this Point] 25 not abſolutely N 
to charge this Faſfchood upon you : But I obſerved' 
that either This muſt have 1 24 Meaning, or 
1 ho ds > ee $2 groun ( 
Thoſe Wor on which 1 ded 
—_— 1 have now — into the! 4 


Obſervation. | | 


KF (Reply, p. 16.) with theſe Words 3 Ti Wok of, 'x 


 Athenagoras "ab cited are theſe, One 


| erernal Maker of all Things: By which Epithets, ous 


No of theſe Epithers thus joined, my Words are - #4 2 
tainly true; nor had the Doctor any" right to ſeparate 
what I had thus joined. One can bardly Tbear- 
ſmiling at This invented Anſwer. If what you now 
pretend was really your Meaning; How came you. 


8 to ſay Epithets, in the Plural, rather than Epithet in 
the Singular? Why did you diftinguiſh he ſeveral 


- 3 with Comma's? "Again wk, did you take = 


„ of Nen b. den 18 N 8 
+ Ex quibus omnibus, ex 4thenagore e Deum mum 


unum Quem Chriſtiani prædicabant, non alium fuiſſe quam 3 


Deum ingenitum, æternum, red Tarre; mari, F in MM, 
enmium Opificem, liquet. Quibus Epithetis iſtius Szculi Scripto- 
res Deum Patrem a Filio ſemper diſtinguebant, Deumque Fi- 

lot ab Hoc omnium Opifice ex eo diſtmgui docuerunt, quod 

fit Ille — aut cujus Miniſterio r. fecit om. 


Which * ef. | 60. 


5 the Epithet of ane an 


1 


"Ta: 


Ahnen natice. of per Qum, By Nbom, which 
you ſay was attributed to the Son, to diſtinguiſh 
Him from Him, that was  amnizn Upifex, Mater. 
all Things. Does not your Senſe here, and. your Senſe 
in what went Dela I have re reſented. ir) an- 
ſwer to each others like Two, Tallies, cxatly? 1 
_ defy any Man ts. reads your Words in the Latin, 
to underſtand 2 otherwiſe, But if you will 
needs have it you intended only to day that 


Things, was peculiar to the. Father, in tke ſecond. Cen. 


m, you ſhall Ow the Honour of making a ſhrayd 


Obſervation, when you. tell me, in what. 

downwards to this day, That Epichet has not been 
peculiar to the Father as. much as Then, 1 WF 
| left you the Alternative, either of being found tri 
in a peculiar manner, or making a falſe Report; and fo 


I do fil. One might think by what follows in 


| your Reply to this Article, that you had a mind to 
own the 2 won and to vindicate it from the Chirgs * 


of Falſh 


not from the 9 


You ſay, Jain Martyr made a e 
the word TonTIS and Sfr g, and 4 little after, 
that He alu s ſpeaketh of * Sen as being another, 
duerybs, the . Framer, or Arti- 
fer, but dr, Þ Tory Y TayT25, or TW J, 
from the Maker of all Things, Reply, p. 17, 18. How- 
ever that be, I 83 plainly, from three ex- 
preſs Teſtimonies , that . * the ſame Century 


Wich Faltin, made no ſuch Difference. The Son is 
rs F drm, Maler F all Things, according 
to Jrenens, over and over, in as full and ſtrong words 
as the Father Himſelf can be: So that your Remark, 

| as to the Writers of the ſecond Century, has no 

Truth in it, What you obſerve of Tuſtin, is nor 


ges my D. b. ity. 


biet 


ts end cternal Mike of all 


[4] 5 
| ſtrictly true. He tells us * indeed, that Plus made 
a difference between ids, and q ̃ s, under- 


oY ſtanding by the former one that makes a thing from 
nothing, and by the latter one that frames any thing 


out of pre-exiftent Matter. Tuſtin takes notice of this, 
in order to ſhow that Plaro's inferior Gods muſt be 
corruptible, upon Plato's own Principles: For the great 
God is ſtiled by Plato, not rs, but Jes 
of the other Gods. Conſequently They were made of 
Matter, which is corruptible, and therefore are corruptible 
| Themſelves. What is this to the purpoſe we are upon? 
Or how Goes it appear that Fuſtn himſelf always 
obſerved Plato's Diſtinction? Beſides that if He did, 
it is certain that Fuſt in Martyr ſuppoſes God the Son 
to be mrzyTys, Or Maker of Man whom He calls the 
| emvinjia.s Creature of Chriſt t. And there is no re- 
| fon to doubt, but that He ſuppoſed Him to be as 


truly -7zwTys, Adaker of all other Things, according 
to the conſtane Doctrine of the Church in that very 
Century, as appears from Irenens, Clemens of Alexan- 


\. You go on, in purſuance of your firſt Miſtake, 
to obſerve that Jyuunpy2s being of an inferior venſe 
10 that of iris F Aan, it is no wonder that the 
Fathers ſometimes give it to the Son under one of theſe 
Diſtinctions, where they ſay with Origen the Father is 
Tea T5 JA ds, the firſt or chief Worker, the Son 
1 [0 in a ſecondary Senſe, This is writing juſt as if 
| You had never icen the Fathers. I repeat it, that 
Trenaus gives Both thoſe Titles indifferently to God the 
Son, as do other Fathers aſter Him; which you might 
have ſeen in my Defenſe (p. 189.) Yet you are loch 
do admit even ſo much as Jypupyes to have been 
* Joſt. Mart. Parzn- pe 91. Ox. Ed, _ 
+ Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 187. Jeb. TH "a 
F MT =... applied 


L431. 5 


app lied eds Do cane with a Diſtinction; quoring, 
0 — ſay,  miſquoting Origen to countenance your 
Pretences. If you pleaſe to look" again into Origen *, 
the Word is agus not gars, ſigniſying not 
that the Father is the Firft Worker, as if there were 
Two Workets, but that He is primarily Creator. And, 
what ruines all your fine airy Speculations at once, | 
Origen, in that very place, aſſerts the Son Toro. 
(not Sywuvper r vfl, to Make, not Frame 


only, the World: which is as much as if He had 


* called Him TY xcousy or 


You quote Exſebius as ſtiling the 3 — : 


| Onwwpyes , the Son aims KNürgos. You ſhould 


| = have remember'd that the ſame Emſebins ſtiles the Son 


| 6 ueyas F Gar Supyes. f Had This been ap- 
| plied to the Father inſtead of the San, what Specu- 

tions might we not have expected upon the Force of 

| 6 uns, the Great Creator? You forget allo that 


| Emſebins ſcruples not to uſe the Title of azaTys F 


Cav, Maker of all Things, ſpeaking of the Son; as 


I obſerved in my De tuſe f. This is directly againſt 


you: And if there be ſome Expreſſions in Euſebins 
which We neither approve nor vindicate ; fo there 


re many others that You cannot approve, or make 


conſiſtent with your Principles: Quotations therefore 
from Exſebias will ignily, little on either Side. 
What you produce (Reply p. 18.) out of Aferhodius 
has been ſolidly anſwer d by N Biſhop © ER 
: You next cite Tatian, as à true Diſciple of Juſtin ; 
Martyr: ſaying, that Aarter is produced 20 Ty 


Tan mw igang Fen the Mater e " all Things, but 


+ Euſeb. Eecl. 11. 1: 10. c. 4. 2 316. 
+ Defenſe of Queries, p. 189. | + 
% Bull. Def. FA. Nic. p. 165. 0 

| G2 3 the 


forgetful of his 24aſter's Diſtinction between arwyris 


and pe Otherwiſe, when He was talking of 


God's producing Matter, He ſhould have ſtiled Him = 
rents, not m - And you are as forgetful 


of What you had ſaid but the Pape dete hier 
wiſe you ſhould have made the Father no more than 
Worker of the Matter, as well as the Son; becauſe 


of the word Jypuigpyos. See how ſtrangely you are 


| bewildred in your Obſervations, confuting and con- 


tradicting your ſelf. Nothing ſucceeds with yo; 


and I will venture to predict that nothing will, ſo 


lang as you are eſpouſing the Cauſe of Hereſy, in 


Oppoſition to the Faith of the. Carholick Church. 


VI. 1charged you, ſixthly, with three Miſrepre- | 
ſentations together: One relating to Baſil, the other 
Two to Athanaſius x. Bafil you repreſented: as de- 


claring againſt Unity of Eſfnce, where He intended 


nothing but ; againſt Unity of Perſon, To. which 


you make anſwer. (p. 21.) that you dived not into 


HBaſil's Ayentions, but cited his Words. faixh, via. that 


te Sabellian Docirine was correſted by the, word Conſub+ 


ftantial. A pretty way This, to cite Authors 


without conſidering whether They intended any thing 
to the purpoſe They are cited for, or no. You 
cited t Baht, to prove that two Things Conſubſtancial 


make 720 
that They make two Perſons. This you call fairly 
citing bis Wards. You mean, I ſuppoſe, that you 


| p. 409 © 
| Difanife ood, p. gue Bree 


Eſſences; whereas. Baſil meant no more than 


fairly tranſcribed his Words, at the fame Time very , 
unfairly perverting his Senſe, 


As to Athanaſius , I obſerved that you underſtood 


ede my Defenſe, p. 40g 


what” 


* 5 
what He had fid again the Inauen, in if it had been 
ſud' againſt the bee, betwixt which Two, that 
accurate Father always carefully diſtioguiſh'd. To 
this you reply, that you cited to co 
this — that They who ſay. the Eſſence of the 
| Sow is lie, ar equal, 1 that of the Fathers do by that 

. to Him another numerical Eſſence from That of 
| the Father. I perceive, you do not yet underitand 

a Syllable af what are was. ſpeaking about. 

See his meaning explain'd 1 TOES? 8 — 


Athanafrus is ſo far from 


be equivalent, or even . — He . | 
Eſſence to be equah which is only like; and He is 
not obſerving that either an equal, on, = the Ef 
muſt be another numerical Eſſence, but that an Ef- 
ſence which is only like to 3 an ine 
— is very ſtrange, that afrer a K 

5 7 9— iven 4 ke Paſſage in 2 5 
| yau ſhould ſtill go on, as before, ta confound your 
Self, and your Readers. As 3 other Mi epre- 


{entation of Abhang, whom you ſuppole an Aer. 


tor of zumerical {dentity (which is making Him a 
Sabellian, — to your Senſe of Numerical) as 
to this Charge upon you, you are pleaſed to fay 
never a Word. That therefore ſtands as it did. 
* In the next place, I blamed you for repre- 
enting Barnabas's Epiſtle, c ve, Interpreting it 
— tho That be not the Senſe of & 16 N. 
as it lies in Euſebim. To This you make anſwer 
. 20.) that you neither there, nor elſewhere interpret 
thoſe Wards at all. This is another Inſtance wherein 
you appear to be more unkind to your ſelf, than I 
had been to you. You declare, page 19th of your 
Difquiſtions, that Barnabas's Epiſtle was by the Al. 
tients held for Spuriuzs. This falſe Af: rtion ap- 
Pere fo haye ſome Cologr, ſuppoſing that you in- 
— ferpree 


[46]. 


terpret i, „es in Euſebins, to mean Spur, Bur 
without Thar, you have made a miſfeport of the 
Anmien and have no Pretence at all for it. Show 
me what Antieme, or where They reekon'd Barnes 


bas's Epiſtle Spwrions *. If you chuſe rather to have 


it thought that you have told us an Untruth with 


cut any Cobar for it, than with any, be it for I 
was willing to put the moſt candid Conſtruction up- 
on the Thing; and I ſhall do fo ſtill, if you will 
give me leave. For, I obſerve that aſter you had 
 faid f that Exſebins ranked this Epiſtle c es, 
You immediately ſubjoin theſe Words, Cotele- 
rius confeſſes that He inclines ro the Opinion of Thoſs 
| who think it is not the Apoſtke's., Now, this is ſo 
very like Commenting on the Phraſe, & WD, 
 zuſt going before, that hardly one Reader in a 

Hundred could ever ſuſpect that you underſtood 
by cx 19Jas, any thing elſe but Spariam; that 

b falſly aſcrib'd to Barnabas. In a word, It 

| ſeems to me very much the ſame thing, whether you 

| Sxterpres a Paſſage thus, or whether you lead your 

| Reader into ſuch /aterpretation: The Reader is equal 

ly deceived either way. However, if you inſiſt up- 

an it, that you neither iaterpreted the Words at all, 


rexpretation, I acquieſce; provided only that you 
give us any tolerable Account of your ſaying that 
this Epiftle was look'd upon as Spurioaus by the 
VIII. The next Thing which I found faul 


 ® Certe quicquid de hac Epiſtola dicant recentiores Cyitici, 
eam Barnaies noſtro conſtanter aſeribunt weteres. Nemo cert 
| fact, inquit 6 Twe Ceſtrienſis noſter, qui hanc Epiſfolam Barnabe 
won tribuerit; neque in ea quidquam apparet, quod eam atatem 
nam ferar. Cav. Hiſtor. Literar. Vol. 1. p. the * 


t Diſqu. Mod. p. g. 


with 


nor intended to lead your Reader into any fuch In 


Called 


81 
with *, was your partial Account of the antietit 
Doxologies t. To This you reply (p. 19.) that yon 
free achnowledge your Account of the primitive Doxo- 
age ' be mpeſilh a as wanting the Doxologies of St. 
r $tn—  re-of 
Whats better than St. John s, or St, 
Peter's? But This it is to aim at Wit. You may 
pleaſe to remember that we were not talking of the 
-_ wre- Doxologirs, but of thoſe which are to be met 
in the Writings of the Fathers. You had told 


* r Diſquifitions 2 notorious Untruth, that the 


| Fathers of the firſt and 1 never uſed 
| that Form of » W been eſpecially 
9 3 


rained among the early Fathers. This falſe Account, 


1 foftly called a partial Account; to be as tender of 


you as poſſible. It is well known thet per, or ow, 
in Doxologies, is the ſame as if the particle yg} be uſed 
a conne& the Perſons: And all fuch . come 
under the Name of Catholic as oppoſed to ſuch Forms 


| 2s have only Aſs, or cy» Becauſe, tho” Either of 


thoſe Forms may indifferently be uſed, and have been 


uſed by Carholicks' both in former and latter Times: : 


Vet after the Arians had perverted One to an 


ill Senfe, the Carbalicks choſe for the moſt part, to 


make uſe of the Other. Now of thoſe called Ca- 

tholick Forms, L referr'd to Pohcarp's 4, the Church 

of Smyrna's , and Clemens's of Alexandria tt, all 
* hs of Dueries, p- 410 + Diſqu. Mod. . 23. 
S Meg ov ous %; . «Hit 4 dog &c. Polycarp 

Rex 4 ref Ou Y en e a, en, babe 
5 


i 7 To pre, ware? e ut 19 9 T&T mule wry 14 Adu 


Tel, 
2 Sn. 1. our © To ie wien 2 Td bj & 4 me maine, | 
| a Is Tx Terms Þ, by & vl d. of poidy rug. ob MEA, rid 
warn rel £3436, Term 14 4 i Td oped, re Au Ta 


dra & y dota x v x 115 s P1195 Clem Alex. Pzdag. 
1. 3. 7 311. Ox. Ed. wy 


within 


| \ 


1 41 


withio the Two, Geſt Centuries, - and andig# Evi- 
diences of the Falſabood of your Report, ſuppoſing 


vou meant that neither E, nor oy. nor xa} Were 
applied in Doxologies to the Son, or Hoh- In- 
deed, if any of them are applied 2 thoſe 
two Perſons, it is a Contradiction to the Avian Pre- 
tence that Neither of Them ſhould be glorified 
with the Father, but the Father glorified in, or by 
Them. Tou tell me by way of Reply (p. 20.) that 


the Wards of Polycarp, and the Church ef Smyrna, 


How — 


ing the Variation of Copies, are certainly againſt me. 
2 1. no Variation os is with 
2 Churc 5 s Enſebizes's 7 
but an Abſtract, wants the Na 3 5 25 
1 As to the Variation of Pohcarp 's, it cannot 
be pretended to make any thing certain againſt me. 
unleß it be certain that Euſebius s Reading be the bet- 
ter of the two; which is by no means probable, 


Beſides, that at the worſt, ody is applied to the Son, 2 


even in Enſebins's Copy: I ſuppoſe, you do not in- 
fiſt upon the Yariation of your own contriving.. Be- 
| fides theſe, Clemens his Doxology will ſtill ſtand 
good againſt you, and St. Baſs Teſtimony con- 
cerning the -Doxologies of the earlier Centuries.*, 
tho 5 Doxologies produced by Him reach no 


higher up than the beginning of the Third. But : 


the Sub of Doxologies having been accurately 
handled of late by Others, I ſhall content my ſelf 

_ with referring to their learned and uſeful Tuck up- 
on > 
CE cenſured your Ann of Juſbin Martyr, 
25 9 one % * 0 confi- 


. Baſil. de Sp; 8. « Co 29. p. 218. 222 — 
+ Seaſonable Review of Mr. Whiſton', s Account of 
A Dovologe Second Review by the ſame. Hand. | 
N * Loadens Letter — By 4 Believer. 


* 


[49] 3 
dered what I ſaid; and ſhall now juſtify my Cenſure. 
Lou are- pleaſed, indeed, to put on a more than uſual 


Air of * upon this Occaſion; The brighteſt 
Evidence of Truth is what you pretend to, (5. 31.) 


Lou reſolve to vindicate your Self from this ſal Im. 


putation, and to make n of my Conduct; that 
I have artificially, very falſiy r Juſt 
Martyr (. 31.) have deed: guilty of 
and wotorions Artifice (p. 37.) fuch Artifice and Fraud 
4. you have ſeldom met with — 5 ares 4 
Rnd and Aſrepreſentations 
me (p. 40.) Let, after all theſe big Words, avid fins FO 
Flouriſhes (the Feeble vaunts of a deſperate Cauſe 
that needs them) I will venture to refer the Matter 
in diſpute to any Man of tolerable Capacity, and 
moderate Skill in the learned Languages. I intimated 
in my Defenſe (p. 432.) the Drift and Deſign of 
75 Martyr's Dialogue, of that Part which we are 
z aw principally concern'd with. It was to ſhow 
thas was 4 divine Perſon, One who was really 
| God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, and was not the 
Frurber, but was the Logos, or Chriſt, This Account 
of Juſtin, I will firſt demonſtrate to be true and 


| right; and next ſhow how eaſy it is to take off 


all your boaſted Keaſons, or rather Cu to the 
contrary. 4 1 1 2 5 
1. Tuſtin Martyr ſerves, i in the eginning of his 
Dialogue f, that the Chriſtians acknowledged no other 
God, than the Fews did. There never will be, O 


„ Trypho, nor ever was, fince the World began, ab-. | 


ce ther God ( aXX0s N73) beſides the Maler and 


2 Di/poſer of the Univerſe: Nor do we imagine that 


| « our's is one God, and your's Another, bur i it is 
one and the lame, that * your Fathers out of 


* mens of © — p. 410. 
7 2 Mart. Dial p. . 


Fur 


5 [50] 
Egypt with a mighty Hand, and ftretched-out Arm: 
 « Nor do we reſt our Hopes in any Other (for 
e there is none Other) but in Him whom you Hope 
& in, the God of Abrabam, Iſaac, and Faceb. From 
hence may be ſeen how far Jaſtiz.is from aſſerting ewo 
Gods. There is not, according to Him, nor ever 
was, nor will be aXAos Oeds, anether God beſides 
the God of the cus the God of Abraham, Iſaac, 
and Jacob. Thus far He and Trypho were agreed. 
2. It was agreed likewiſe between Faſtin and Try- 
pho, that one certain Perſon, the ſame that created the 
World, and who is often ſpoke of in the old Teſta- 
ment; as Creator of the Univerſe; who was ound 
by the Fews under that Title, and by Chriſtians 
more eſpecially under the Name of Father ; I fay, it 
was agreed that That Perſon was God of Abraham, 
3. Faſtin Martyr, over and above, aſſerts that That 
_ Perſon, had another Perſon with Him, a real and pro- 
per Son; which Son was alſo God and Lord, and God 
of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob. This was the chief 
Matter in debate between Juſtin and Typo; and up- 
on which Faſtin Aartyr ſpends many Pages in his 
Dialogue, alluding to it alfo elſewhere. Now, the 
main Point in diſpute between You and Me, is, whe- 
_ they This was really Juſtin's meaning, or no. I muſt 
prove every Syllable ot what I here affert; and 
therefore muſt dwell the longer upon this Article. 
Juſtin, I ſay, aſſerts another Perſon, beſides the Father, 
to be really God, God of Abraham, & c. He maintains 
that d Ads im O65 , or free@» Oed t, Another 
is God, which He elſewhere expreſſcs by d xο ms t, 
another who is God, beſides the Father; which comes to 


; * Juſt. Martyr. Dial. p. 147. 163, 
1 Juſt. Dial. p. 158. 161. 164. 
+ Juſt. Dial. p. 161. 16. | 


— 
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the fame as another Perſon befides the Father. Inſtead 
of ſaying , Father, He generally expreſs it by the 

Title of Creator of all Things; the reaſon of which 
1 conceive to be, that both He and Trypho received 
Him under that Notion; but under the Notion 
of Father, in TFuſtin's Senſe, He was not received 
by Trypho, the Queſtion betwixt them being chiefly 
This, whether He was a Father in a proper Senſe, 
that ia, whether He had really a Sn. Hence, I con- 
ceive it is that Juſlin ſo often denotes the Father by 
the Title of Maker of all Things, rather than by the 
Title of Father. Vet He does ſometimes make uſe 
of the Title of Father, inſtead of the other. He 
fays in one place N 6 maTyp w,  * inſtead of faying 

_ curate while diſputing with a Few, ſerves however 

to ſhow that thoſe two Titles were only different 

Expre ſſions, denoting the fame Perſon. Faſtin, in his 

firſt Apology, where He is again upon the fame Ar- 


gument, ſtiles the Father d 3aTyp F M, Father of 
all Things; in the fame place cenſuring the Fews for 
= not acknowledging that He had a Sox f, that is, not 
acknowledging Him to be a Father, in a peculiar and 
proper Senſe. This I take notice of to confirm what 
E have already obſerved, that it was not proper for 
FJuſtin, in diſpute with a Few, to call the Father by 
2 Title which the yu did not own, but rather by 
Another which was acknowledged on both Sides; 
viz. Maler of all Things, or however, Father of all 
Things, not Father ſimply. To proceed: Juſtin al- 
lerts and often inculcates that this Maker, or Father, 
of all Things has a Son F, an anly-begatten Son **, be- 


7 Juſt. Dial. p. 261. 
7 juſt. Apol 1. p. 122. | 
+ Juſtin. Mart. Dial. p. 296. 321. 
r 


1 : 
gotten 'beſeve- the Creation *, begotten of Himſelf 2, 
lex ges, and 5 . without Abſciſſion or Di- 
wer , fig and proper * (iſs, and aveles) 
280m, and really (not Hominalh) diſtinct from Him 7. 
He afferts farther and proves at large, that this very 
Son is really Gad, not call God only, but is God ©; 
And Juſtin never ſays that He is God by val; 
: „or as Repreſemative of the Pacer; but as 
Son of God, He is God”. The fame is God wf the 
Jews, God of Abraham, 1ſaar, and Faceb, accord- 
ing to Faſtin. This laſt particular is what You 
_andI1 — differ upon; and therefore I muſt be 
fly" make” Fall Dr 5 


It 2 Ruke and Maxim with Tuſtin that God 
the Father never appeared; which, I ſuppoſe, I need 
not prove to you, becauſe you your ſelf contend 
for it, and in the Ti#le-Page of your Reply, recom- 


mend the Determination of the Sirmian Sy nod in 


| Anathematizing any that ſhould fay, the Father ap- 

peared to Abraham. Pleaſe then to "ds notice, that 

| Fuſtin Martyr quotes ® Exod. 3. 16. where it is ſaid, 

The Lord your Fathers, the God of Abraham, 
Of Iſaac, and of Jacob appe eared unto me, &c, Theſe 

Words Faſtin, upon his B Principles, muſt -have under- 


= Juſtin Mart. Dial. p. 193. 185, 295, 296. 364. 375- 395: 
Comp. Apol.1. p. 69. 90. 101, 123. Apol. 2. * „. 


2 $ Juſt. Dial, p. 183. Apol. 1. p. 44. 


3 Jaſt. M. Dial. p. 183. 373. Com 5 p. 127. 


4 Juſt. Mart. Apol. 1. p. 44. 46. Apol. 2. p. 13. 
Fs Juſtin. Dial. p. 373- 


6 La g a Qr0; xa vieles irrige Un Þ ee, F i, _ 


b; xat "A711D- zxairu. Dial. p. 161. A- hee, 5 


D. de. p. 187. Oe ge xs Ori irs nai hwy, p. 176. 


Orten ves, word * T £gXUYTTEY Xen % * P · 231. ©coy @1- "x 
eu thay, p. 367. 

Juſt. M. Dial. p. 364. 366. 371. 370. Apol. I, p.123. 
E. ot | M, Dial. p. 178. 779. Comp. Dial. p. 366. 


bes 


L331 


flood ef Chrif 5 He wes the Lord God, the God 
of Abraham, &c. Who appeared, And indeed Jain 
quotes the. Text for that very purpoſe, to prove chat 


| Chriſt -is God. EE eb che. Com- 


pany, whether They did not yet perceive that He 
who appeared to Aeſes, had declared Himſelf to be 
the God of Abraham, &c. This Paſſage I before 
cited jn my Dy (p. 37.) to prove that, accord- 
2 iſt Himſelf was God of Abraham. 
Fi * you complain of, very ridiculouſly (Reply, p.37.) 
it a Piece of Artifice and I know not what, as 

1 1 54 fa 's where Nr 

impoſſible — Juſtin s Words ſhould have any other 


E meaning than That which I have given: The 


following Words in Zuftiz ate fo far from confront- 


peat and confirm the ſame Thing. For after Ju. 
ſtin had thus plainly aſſerted chat Chriſt was God 


1 du; Tryphe objec, thay podldly it might be z 


an only that appeared, and Gad (that is God the : 


which Fuſtin jc = « Admit that both God and 
« an Angel were concern'd in that Appearance to 
„ Moſes, as has been proved from the Text _ 
„ yet (I infiſt upon it) that the Maler of all 


c Things was not f God, (or that Divine Perſon) 


c who told Moſes that He Himſelf was God of Abra- : 


cc ham, and God of Iſaac, and God of Jacob; but 
_ «© jt was He of whom I have proved to you, that He 
ce appeared to Abrabam, and to Jacob, adminiſtring 

ce to the Will of the Maker of all Things f. Faſt 


* "Q 2 hee eiuurs. 3 tn 1 ov ant Marks ufa, ob. * 
ö. Nia ie ad, 66-795 ab, Oro; 4 nut Ta Mort, | 
«6715 ian 6 Se Acre, S, luz, & lass; Juſt. Dial. pe 179. | 
+ o 6 mars F Me , G 6 wel Mao's sv aura * 
r n aps toes 2288 


ing this Senſe, that They do nothing more more than re- 
of Abraham, &c. proving it from the Text in EY - 


r might ſpe * to Moſes by that Angel. T 


161 


on to prove this ſrom the Abſurdi of ſuppoſing 
— the Father ſhould appear ks manner: 
upon which Trypho is convinc'd that He that per d 
to Abraham, and was called God and Lord, and was 
God, was not the Maker of all Fhizzs ; not God the 
Father, but _ who was alfo an Angel. Then 
o give farther Proof, that none ap- 
peared to 440 in the Buſh but He only, who is 
called an Axgel, and is really God, namely Chrift 
_ the Son of God. To theſe Feſtimonies I ſhall ſub- 
voin one more out of Juſtin 's firſt Apology, which 


mn Eogliſh runs thus. Now what was faid to Ado- 
es out of the Buſh, I am the I am, the God 


of Abraham, and the God of {azc, and the God 
of Fascb, and the God of thy Fathers, denotes that 
| © Fhey, tho“ dead, are ſtill in being, and are Jem 
© of Chriſt. Himſelf *. In this Paſſage, Chriſt is plain- 
ly aſſerted to he the ö &, the Fam, or God of 
- the Jews, God of Abraham, Haas, and Faceb. By 


| fourexpreks Teſtimonies our of Faſtin, this momentous 


- Point is eftabliſh's; And the whole Fenour of this 
Fathers Writings confirms it. The Sum then of 


Fuſtin's Doctrine is This. That there is no other 


| God befides the God of the Fews, the God of Abra= 
bam Iſaac, and Faceb: That God the Father is God 
_ of the Jens, God of Abraham, &c. That there is 
| gather beſides the Father, who is alſo God of the 
God of Arabam, &c. and this Other is the 
8 Logs or Chris, the proper and only Son of the Father, 
undivided and infeparable from Him, tho* Begotten 


"> Him. The Conelufion from alt 3 is, that Chxif is 


3 9 ky Leas Re Aue * * kes, TH med T Own r = 

_— Juſt. Diat p. 180. | 
=— gte ne- em Gary 74 Ment #16 ris 6 8+ , 
| 9 Org Iowa, xa 6 Orcs dervs, xas 6 Oro: F m 
ger OH, ui Fe ls Gesees bevel, v 50048 ae 


* u 2 = . 0 


co 
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God, and yet not Another God from the Father, but 
AMes Tis, another Perſon only x. This is Fuſtin's 
true, genuine, certain Doctrine, which being thus 
proved and fix d; all your Pretences to the contrary 
drop at once. However, that I may not ſeem to 

neglect any thing you have to ſay, I ſhall briefly 
examine your Objections, one by one. 


1. One is, that Faſtin often ſpeaks of Oeds trees 
d Th nr THY z. Another God befodes 
the Maher of all Things. But I have ſhown from 
| Fuſlin's own Interpretation, (beſides that in ſtrict Pro- 
priety, the Words require no more) that the 
meaning is only this, that there is dg Tis, an- 
ther who' is God : beſides Him whom both Sides ac- 
| knowledged under the Title of Maker of all Things ; 
that is, beſides Him whom Chriſtians call the Father. 
8 Tufts then meant only that there is ajorher Perſon 
| beſides the Father, who is alſo God. To this you 
except 7, that the word Perſan or Hypoſtafis was not. 
known to Fuſtix. And what if He uſes not the 
Mrd, might He nor without the Word, aſſert 
the Thing? AN Ass Tis really ſigniſies, and is right- 
| ly rendered another Perſon. But you except farther, 
that Faſtin does not only fay 2Tig . another, but 
A eibaud tries another in Number; and, how can Fa- 
ther and Son be numericallj the fame God, if they 
be numerically differing? To which I anſwer that They 
are different Perſons, namerically different: And that 
this was really Juſtins Senſe, is manifeſt from his 
oppoſing the Word, aghpa largo, another Thing in 
Number to that which qguam war acifuuty 
only differs nominally, not really f. He did not in- 


* See my Sermons, p. 299, 200. 
| + Diſquiſ. Mod. p. 9. 
+ Vid, Juſtin. Dial. P. 377 · . 
tals tend 


. [56] 
tend to ſay that Father and Son were: us Gai, but 
only that They were more than nue Names of the 
lame Thing; as ſome Horeticks taught, before Sabellius. 
deny d that the Sqn is aghua wagoss or b vegés my 
 Amother, or another T hing, really diſtin! n 
ther *, The ſame way of ſpeaking you will ſind in 
the Church, as low as Damaſcen F. But you fay, 
— 7 p. 29.) that the Fe,. Nicem Fathers 


which happen'd after, Faſftiz's Time, made it neceſ- : 


ſormeriy without Offenſe, came at length to be 


- 


perverted 10 an ill Meaning? There is nothing ſtrange | 


in This. It is well obſerved by the judicious. ne 


learned Du: hin, ſpeaking indeed of T beognaſtam but 
the Remark is applicable to others of the Ani, 
who may chim the like Favour of Interpretation. 
Photius, ſays He, has wrongſully- accuſed 7 To 
be, noſtus to have erred concerning the Divinity of [ 6 5 
% Son, upon the Score of a few Expreſſions that 

did not agree with Thoſe of his own Age; with- 

* out taking notice that tho* the Antients have ſpo- 
„ ken differently as to this Point, yet the Founda- 


tion of the Doctrine was always the fame; and 
4 that it is an horrid Injuſtice to require Them to 


„ ſpeak as nicely, and with as much Precaution as 

4 Thoſe that lived after the Birth and Condemnation 

« of Hereſies, In a word, tho' Faſtin has not uſed 
the like Guards with the Poſt- Nicene Writers, ſince 

| He had nor the like Occaſions; Yet His Senſe, 


= Baſil. Ep. 306. p. 1070. Athan. Orat. 4. p. 619. Contr. — 
| Sabell. p. 41. Cyril. Alex. Thefaur. p. 60. 110. Ambr. de Fd, 
'Þ 3. c. 15. Greg. Nyſſ. Cat. Orat. cap. . SA 
t Vid. Damaſcen, I. 1. c. 6. lib. 3. c. . 


with- 


| Guards, is plaſh enough to y Mat 
that duly weighs and confi $ It; 
23. You pretend from Faſtin Dips. Mole p. NY 2 
that Chriſt is not Maker of — But ihk yo 
can never prove out of 2 „ all "thar 
meant, b diſtinguiſhing Chriſt from the Mal 
a Things, was only This, chat Chriſt is neſt 7 
| Perſon, ordinarily and eminently ſtiled Auer 
Things; that is, He is not the Father Himſelf, 
| Hiretichy pretended; and as the Fews in effekt 
applying theſe Texts to God the Father, w Re E 
interprets of God the Sor : 
z. You object that Chriſt does nothing & his 
own Power. This is no where faid by Jai of 


Chriſt, conſidered in his higheſt Cap Fc 1 Faſtin =: 


indeed admits that both the Power 110 Subſtance of 

the Son is derived from the Father. But This is 4 
different thing from ſaying that Chriſt did nothing 

buy his um Power. The Fathers Power is his Power, 4K 
5 Chriſt's own Power. * a das 
J. You object (Dia. M p. 0. 330 at 
; no more than 1 8.7 N vas 

after the Chief God, „ Tw Tear Oh But 
| Faſtin no where puts thoſe Words together as you 
Have * He does indeed ſay, that the Son is 
the principal Power after (that is next in order to) the 
Father of all Things * : which is no more than to 
ay, that He is the next Perſon to the Father, as all 
allow. What Inference can you draw from thence 


againſt our Principles? As to the Words ægρr . 


One, Chief God, it is Plato's Expreſſion, and, a 6 fuch 
cited by Faſtin. : 
. You object that Chriſt bath all that He hah 


I from the Father. This is true, md n, * 


e juſt. Mart. Apol. I b. 66. 3 5 
1 Apol. 1; P- 114. . | 5 
1 af 
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allGrhalichs,jbeſare and ofree the Nicene- Crunch Gn. 
Jain . wore HDamaſcun f. ao ad buon 195 | 
6. * obje that, according to Jaſtin (Di. 
2185 gie re ar dg; —— 
215 ot Ts ' 

.braught in among che Proofs ok..Ghrgf” being e 
22 And. it was ſuitable to Chriſtis. hu i 
00 Hane for an Example and Leſſpn ta other Men, 

3 „ j- Das tei 16 1 985. o © 
ea be | it is manifeſtly aſtingaiſb d 
from: he, God of | ahraham. But this 15 mandeſtly 
falſef in your Senſe of it. .Chrilt..is.plaivly. Gadiof 
Auralum, according to Faſtin ; 125 bath been before 
ſhown, Nou we ſay, if you. pleaſe, that the Fer: 
ther is diftinguilhid from the God of Abraham hich 
iz true, as He is diſtinguiſh' d ſtom the Sam who i 
God f Arabam z Is like manner. I preſume, we 


may a allow that the Son is diſtinguiſh? nom the God 7 


atage Of it Jou obſerye, that when. the, n 
dilly wiſh'd; from the God. of, Alraune there "i 
: dolles hom there it n aber. God, From >. 3 
vgn, me e hot 1 the San he God; of: 
hams . Well as, the Father; yet there 2 kin. ; 
Gods of Brakes : The Son is rot another 0 5 
Abraham, but another Perſen'only. "4D 11H 
8. You. object farther (Diqn..: Acad. pi: 7.462 5 
thas Chrift. weaid. not ſuffer Ilimſelf ie be called {ved 
. but remit teu that Tile 10 the. Father: (only: FT. ou. 
ſhould have added, as Juſtin does in the fame place, 
that Chriſt was a Ls and no * Glen the. n 


1 # „ Ins ang, leave you to make your {utmoſt . 
= 2 


7 0 IT 
3 5 "ad TY :, xas ae 284 oder 9th Juſt. 
Dial Pp. 37% „ 
| I ame 5» doe 1x1 18 us. was 25 vibe 3 Te, * — 


55 A e, Dawaſc. de Fid. Orth. Ib. 1. c. 10. 


+ Vid. Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 298. SIG 303. 
#2 Juſt. Mart. Dial. p. 298. | 


Men, 


w 


ten 


Febj de es echt ind then the Res- 
dier would have ſeen inte i 
* \ OF K. En = * . 
Wo wbjeRt\r Chit ado . 
ſigni e bi oy" * Herbe, Mics =. 


muhienced e Me baſe ST 

— — Then 
1 e e 
Son. of the Father, and to ; y of 2 


n n 
aneh acthe Time Thing > Betis — 
Den of n Father rue tc b. T 
igen Nom Fus SimMirudes und I Huſtrat ens *. 
Foch Pſuppoſe, one Fire hghted of deter, is of he" 
un Nane wich that other“: Nad thus K bs, that 
the Nicent Pathers ſuppoſed the son do der aut. 
were, Le of Light's' intending tl "to 
I, 291141 B 2x de le kr hl | 
3 that the Som ( * 
Juin is by. the Wall of ie Father: Tdis might 
de ander ſtood in 2 good Senſty, had it been uſelted 
— 


An, Bur the Paſpge which” vou bufld this 
1 1 1 have- deſofe obſerved” in my 


bes nor fay "fo much; 2s ſhall be ſflown in 
VEST 


ll * Ne ch, you fay, * — to the Will 

of the Father. And oa if it pleaſed the ſecond 

perſon of che Bleſſed Trinity to tranſact all Matters 
berween God the Father and Mankind: Be thankſul 


n Bb. 


forte zuud make not your ſelf a Judge of the divine. 


and y ſterioue Diſpenſations. I obſerved in my 


Defenſe, (p. 289.) that one Perſon may be Delegate 
tt mio without being of an inferior Nuture : 
Otherwiſe one Man could not be Delegate to another. 
This thin Piece of Phi you undertake to anſwer 


* Vid. Ju. Dial. p- 183. 573 
1 2 6 * 


wx 
B.) in date, Ward. One: Ai 


be 

b another, 2 — ——. 

be ſame Species, particelay, Eſſence 

m Hint B dares the Decker fo — — 

— er — r Lre- 

from yo ſhons, it mani: 

Sen 2 III 
can n, = > Lane 

the,;Phint; L. was «upon, 2 which 8 . 

pra dhv n A, to the Perſons-diftering 


— — 2 3 — "oO. l 
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l tine. GY 
I n Sina aps jone 

Having this confider'd al, or hevana gaps | 
- them. ro rwe — Tbepe- way h 

| 9 5 more to ſaꝝ. that your Acceum :0f 4 

2 RI J ben 


e 2 whi 
in my Defenſe, _ 24 p28, C. It uld rrak 
my Method too much here, to attend, you im ĩt; to 
toy hay. you, have left my main Arguments and 
eſt;mgmes; unrouch/ds.,and have done, little more 
than endeavoured to conſtont them with Ny ater Fel 
| monies; which, notwithſtanding, one I 
food, are nothing at all to the purpoſe. Na Reader 


pleaſes but to conſider and 1 what 1 haye id 


in my Defenſe; I am not 
Fences can baye much weight with Him. However, ifa 


roper Occaſion 1 d if need be, or if IL. have 
4 ſufficiently e already, 122 pere 


haps * ſame ken notice. of them, eicher in | 
frond 


ſive that your Pre- 2 


= very: famous ones and of 8 
5 "You 


ok ome 


(Defenſs, pr 4 5. 


you'ngok occaſion: from the Latin Vexſion 54 
preſent” Arbenggoras/” inſinuating from it that the Sha : 
2 the Bather. Here you are ſo ingenuons, 
to plead Guilty; and to e -$0/Triwmph ; 
2 5 e in it, chat it is 


1 But wherher 


LIFE 
"wap; e i ol 


e 1% ee 1 newt Ht 


XI. 8 -farcher (Defeaſss by 4110 with. 
_ MiſconſtryRion of a Paſſage in Athena '; 


uſe in this FP 
to'Me r9-confitue'the Words 5 
& a ee , er t aerial generarsd; which 
very new and? gan Citation You Jeny 
_ the Fact, as Andeed you may wel be aſhamed 79 
own ir. But T fal literally tranſlate that Pa 3 
of Your Book," and then che Reader may” the were 
exffly" judge” bf it. „ Henee it appears that Abr. 
„ aagorar, with the Chriſtians of the ſame Ages be. 
— e only to be Ott ayimmey ! 
78 Ney. G 2 ten and eternal. and the Son of | 
- od the Father to be ſtiled rgam ng, 
& The feſt of ir, M ©s yaojuwor, not. | 
7 account of any eternal Generation, properly o 
« called, ſuch a might conſtitute the Son * | 
Nr by Himſelf, in, 
ork Erb 0 x” air; * r 


h Athenag, e * „ 59. 


2 


39d 


no, our Readers, 1 ſuppole. maybe g 


e Recs $6 


„ Himſelf an eternal Mind had! from Eterhi 


= © 2 1 e 
Itkuction, AN Or 4 


oc nn 
cout of the Father; bur becauſe — 1 


. Rec, in Eimfelf Argen W pe , fe -Y 
. 1 Hh v. Phe Nd TR e I 
that a you" interinix” Selk with Four Se 85 
Times, in the fate thinner * fo i" 1155 he the 
Words immedately fond ing The Mn 7 


mnkencked 46 che Co ſtructfbn, or 10 etz on of 
1 Had tchefdre ood Reaſon, from“ : of Cir 
ſtaces, to take the ds im 


mw | « 6 32 
5 th lr a Fo po: to be ſe 
| your „ "that wh en in your Ke «I 
15 Engliſh Reader n of 1 

5 9 e are lorced to leaye th RG 
7 po b 
8 is We F e Ru. hen ak, Once. 7 

enfure was juſt. But Jer us, for, Azgument 
Fee Plea, Ay 


A that you did not intend. thoſe e Wards 
foſbyig Athena 25 Greek 25 E Interpretation of 


itz, do yau con der how unaccountable. 3 1210 ou 
32 acted in citing the Wards at all? 


Word which we greatly, Value, and] 1 och up- 
2 being of itre ſiſtible Force againſt the Ariartn. 
Oug 


are Tn 


* you not, while you were * 5k the Cauſe 


2 Arianiſi from this very paſſage, to have attempted 
. of the Difficulty, ariſing ſrom thoſe 
W „ which ſo plainly ſtare you in the Face? 
Sandium and Gitberr 4 t 
ro ſay ſomething, however weak and ur ſatisſactory; 
which was better than to atte mpt nothing at all. But 
what do you, if we Ire to take your own hy 


„ty. Diſqwiſite Ne. * 4. 


Thoughts 


— themſelves obliged 


t 63 1 
Thoughts u- . New could — know that 


Try 


lagerpretakion, or, 97 „N Now what is . 

ro thay £ chat you was aware 0 the. Objection. ad 
900 al ble, tg tg anſwer it, nor ſq 2 as willing to 

Nde gv 0 Lp Ss lr rſt, even againſt 5 
£ allage. to your 


det „ mighe mare 
ted 28 bo ThE f 


he arg. of one pi 10 fun nog F: 


ore he Article, if 


cer 11 5 Words 3X re = | 


h 1 ba yo : th 2145 
_ ther vou have es wit 481 . 
goras, and NNE: endeavoured to  npole” upon Your | 


1s. Readers. Lt. Iii. 3c 


XII. The beit Thing I laid to your Charge „ s 
Y ridiculous men t of Teriailian; às if Fer. 


tullium believed two Aubell to be as *much one, - 2s 


2 | he od gh nm on and God the — * To = - 2 
reply (v. 21.) that you ay ror what ul- 
Lee Pur" Fr u WY (ike er 


_— is called God Goa” Flom. the _— of "Subſtance, 


for God is a Spirit) you think it evident 

: tullian concludes! _ the end * Father, and WF. 
4 . pots.” 090 

t * Mod. p. 198. 


Sow, | 


that Ter= 


* vithn« Lo 
you —— | 
Voiey — Racker and $ . ay. 
de Dev Den, 2 
22 Got of © God, 
Lake Can This be Kd of rw hg wh of 
ons, that They are Light of Light, of Spivie of Ken 
Hue They any ſuch Relation to, or intimate — 


junction wich, each other, as is here 
of Father and Son? Well then; Wha t is t 


Fou have miſunderſtood Term 9 AIR ; 
verted his Meaning. He does not ay he Ally 
and Son are Ou, becauſe They are Both Spirits; any 
more than He ſays they are One, beeauſe They re 
| Both Gods: nor would it be ſufficient for one to be 
g and the other to be Spirit, or one to be Gad, 
and the erben Gal unleſs one were alſo of th# other, 
inſeparably united to Him, and included in Him: 
Tertullian indeed obſerves that God the Father is 


Ser, as He had'before obſerved of God the Son * 


-- vos etiam * atque . iremque beni per 
nia molitum Deum ediximus, propriam Sub ſtant iam Si- 
rit cribimus, cui & Sermo inſit prænuntianti, & Ratio ad- 
fir difponenti, & Virtus præſit perficienti Hunc ex Deo pro- 
latum didicimus, & prolatione generatum, & idcirco Filium per 
& Deum dictum ex unitate Subſtantiæ. Nam & Deus Spiritus: 
E cum radius ex ſole porrigitur. portio ex ſumma : ſed Sol 
_ erit in radio, quia Solis eft radius, nec ſeparatur Subſtantia ſed 
extenditur. Ita de Spiritu Spiritus, & de Deo Deus, ut Lumen de 
Lumine accenſum. d * 6. 21. 7 202, 203. 2 


Ad 


| | «<" Subſiaice t not 
männer here is'$ 


nol 


+ ns 
nne 


. Th „We live Iearded = lene 1 
«the ges) "is a by his ee Avena; 
««' 2nd" n that ws Be ed Si of end 


© NY mY For even Gad (the 
EE 


t Hue) is 
al Foy pag * Potis from the Whole, i 
in in the Kay. "evans vr eve W's 


n Kuhne de 
* r 
riſeerly: betauſe Each of Them is Spirit, but > 
Beth ate ani Subſtance, or Spirit; Spirit Seu. 5 
When I wrote my Defenſe, I thought a Hint might 
bave been ſafficient in Things of this Nature; 1 


2 


* 


imagining I ſhould ever have the Trouble of. Bx- 


| plaining ſuch Matters as theſe, which appear by their 
| re Tyr up» ur ht Th Au- 


I  Miſconfirudtion of a noted Paſſage in enam. To 
This you make no Reply at all; — — 3 
5 before; And I 3 I Ls Mi * 


ol 4 * Defenſe, 413. 


5 2 


XIII. In che next Place, L charged. . 


Paſſages about the Son's /gnorance.; and that you would | 


EE. * 
' | | 1 N — : — | a 
lowance, to Triumph here, as, in a former place, your 


xpreſs Permiſſion. 15, Yah 3%: aacaber.” 
XIV. I found, fault with your Repreſentation + 
of Jo 2 as 45 n God the Son 
to have been, in his higheſt Capacity, igwraxt of the 
Day of Juden. To this yon make — Ge hs. 
p- 22.) That J only. cite his, expreſs Words without. 
any Deſcant. upon Them, It is very true that you 
make no formal Deſcant. upon thole very Words; 
but both before and after, you are arguing, with all 
your might, againſt Terrullian s belief of the Eternity 

and Conſubſtantiality. I hope, it is no Affront to ſup- 
poſe that you had ſome meaning in bringing in the 


have your Readers think them pertinent, at leaſt, 
to the Point in Hand. The whole deſign of your 
Book, and what goes before. and after, in the fame 
Section, ſufficiently ſhow your Intention in citing 
thoſe Paſſages; and are, interpretatively, a Peſcant up- 
on Them. Your meaning and purport in it is ſo 


plain, that no Reader can miſtake it: Wherefore 


our pretence now that you have made no deſcant 
upon the Words, aſter you find that you are not- 

able to defend; your Senſe of Them, is a very poor 
Evaſion. There were two Citations from Teallian 
about the Son's Janorance. — had ſhown that one of 


them plainly relites to Chriſt's Human Nature; and 


l 1 might realonably judge from thenee the ſame thing 


: of the other alſo, ſince Both are of the ſame Author. 


It is not therefore ſtrictly true that I auſwer nathing,.. 
as you pretend, to the firſt Citation: For, by an- 
ſwering one, I have, in effect, anſwer'd Both. It 
was your Buſineſs to prove that Either of the Paſſages 


| were to be underſtood of Chriſt, in his higheſt C- 


2 u N $7 
2 ws it only, 10 Wear: and fo') leave ir 
with Him, RAS po his Weakneſs,” Para: 
However, inſtead 8 a Proof of ou, 
| you a Proof of th . 1 5 
the, Context (eſpecially $54 if Words 3 
quod. ſe Dems reliquiſſet, which Terallias in exprels 
Words interprets. of the Human Nature). "that the 
ſüppoſed Iznorance of Chriſt was underſtood} by 
Tertullian, * Chriſt's Humanity only. Now you 
Hy C. 22.) that the Words, known oaly to the Fa- 
ther, exclude the Son in all 
then; had the good fortune © to hit your mean- 


- ing before ,- though you. made no Deſtam upon 


the Words. As to your Pretence from the Term 
only, there is no Ground for it. No Man of any 
3 9 that is at all acquainted with Tertullian's 
| Way and manner of Explaining the Exclyfve Terms *, 


acities. Very well 


relating to this Subject, would ever draw any ſuch 


Inference from them. But you have a farther pre- 
tence, that all the Wards preceding ſpeak. not of the Son 


ef Man, but of the Son of God. The Reaſon is, be- 


mus Perſons; one as knowin 


cauſe He was to prove that the San of God was really 
diſtinct trom the Father; and that the Father was not 

| incarnate, as the Praxeans pretended. He proves it 
unanſwerably from this Topic, among . that 
in regard to the Son's Ignorance of the Day M Jug: 
ment, Father and Son are plainly f| A. of, as of 


„the * as not know- 
ing, tho' in a certain ref 
Father Himſelf was not the Perſen incarnate, which 
was ta be proved. In this view, Tertallian's Argu- 
ment is juſt and concluſive; and the Text relating 


do the Son's Ignorance pertinently alledged, tho' under. 
ſtood of Chriſt's Humanity, This I obſerved be- 


fore, and explaio'd more at large in my. Defenſe, 


| e Vid. renal. Contr. * ä 


pe& only: Whereſore the 


TE 


pe 615 416, cr. You reſolye, | 

jog Someting ho! 9 , 155 n 

your ſelf already 
e "obviated. You fay 

bs Mile of Tera cog Texts r- 


Sabellians. 1 did 940 2 that 

3 for 5 | 

ho e that take T u View, 

without 1 king any farther. I poked the Ob- 

jeckion fairly, and then fully * 13 as the Res- 

der may pleaſe to ſee in 1 And pow, 
had _ 1 


what have you to reply hat Carholicks 
and Sabelliam, Both Deed that God was incarnate, 


and that the main Queſtion (that is, ſo far as concerns | 
the Incarnation, whereof I was ſpeaking) was, 2x5 
_ the Father Himſelf made one Perſon with Chriſt's Hu- 


mas Nature, or #o. In anſwer hereto, you make 1 | 


ſhow of contradicting me without oppoſing me at 
all, except in one particular wherein you are plainly 


miſtaken. You run off for near a 


Fey kes 
; telling us only trite Things which every ke, | 
concerning the Diſpute between Carholicks and Sale 
bart. If by fngular Eſſence, be meant the ſame with | 
Hypoſtaſs, or © Peſo (as you underſtand it) That in- 
| deed was the main Article of Diſpute between Ca- 
tholicks and Sahellians, whether Father and Son were 
ane and the ſame Fhpoſtaſis. But when the Princi- 
ples of each Side were brought down to the parti- 
cular Caſe of the Incarnation, then the main Point in 
Queſtion was, whether the Hypoſtaſis of the Father 


Was ſacaruate, Or no. The Sabellians allowing but i 


: one divine Fhpeſtaſis, and yet admitting God to be 


| Jucarnate, were of Courſe obliged to aſſert it: And 


the Catholicks, on the other Hand, admitting more 
 #ivine Hopofaſey then one; depicd jt, How "iy 


| Sahellians, their deny ing 


id oft Jem; Patrem autem 
when Tertullian, in the very Paflage, interprets Fleſb 


RH * 
ch proved cheix Pine, 1 ſhowed you diftinAly ; 

and you Rave nothing of Moment to reply to it. 
3 coy are pleaſed to acquaint us with an Inven- 


our own, that the Sabellians allowed is Feſur 
15 and þ the Spirit of "Feſws 


„ N 
rad of the Farher. But Who, before your elf, 


CY 


ever reckon'd it among the Sabellian Tenets, that 


Chriſt had no Hum Saul? It is very 


peculiar of you 


to cite Tertullian in Proof of it, on account of theſe 


Words, dicemes Blum Carnem eſſe, id eff Hominem, 
ritum, id off Deum: 


by Man, and Jeſus; and 


Spirit by divine 


| interprets Spir; 
Spirit, or God. As to the Behef of Chriſt's Hm 


Soul, it was an eftabliſh'd Article of Faith in Ter- 


tallign's Time, as appears from ſeyeral Paſſages “; and 


fin Martyr + How then comes it to paſs that none 


of the Catholicks ever took notice of this Error of the 

Ei Ae 
not how muſt have been very 

 needlefly and ſtupidly clogg'd by fuch a Tenet: 

| For They could never have giyen any tolerable Ac- 

count of the Son's praying to the Father, of his in- 

creaſing in Wiſdom, of his being afflicted and fore 


troubled, and crying out in his Agonies and Suffer- 


| ings, without the Suppoſition of a Human Sauk. 


What? Was it only walking Fleſh, or animated Clay, 


that did allthis? Or was it the Fhpoſftafs of the Fa- 
ther, the eternal God, as ſuch, that did theſe Things? 
Tou allow only theſe Two; and not caring, it ſeems, how 
amid and ſenſeleſi you make all the Sabellians, one of 
| 1 muſt, of Caurſe, father upon Them. It is 
true 


They ſuppoſed the Father to have ſaffered, and 


» Tertull. Conte, Prax. e. 16. 30. de Carn, Chriſti c. 10. 
5 Iren. I. 5. c. 1. p. 292 · Ed. Bened. PO? 5 


They 


n 70 3 
' They were therefore called Parr; » They 
ſuppoſed the Father to ſuffer (as we 1 — of the S 
nn the Human Nature. Bur They. were never ſo groß 
| and wild in their Imaginations as to ſuppoſe. 
| Gadbead, as ſuch, to ſuffer, to be ſore — to be 
in Agonies, to cry out, &c. And yet it is ridiculous 
to apply this to Fleſh only without a Sau: Neither 
can it be ver aus Bf ned of the Sabellians, un- 
leß They believe of ; og in general, that They 
| Have no Ich Thing as a Sand S iltint from the 
Body. In ſhort, their retreating at length to This, 


| that there were two Fhpoſtaſes * in Chriſt, a Divine 


and Human, in order to ſolve the Difficulties they 
_ were preſs'd with, ſufficiently diſcovers their Senti- 
ments. For neither could that Subterfuge do them 


muy Service, unleſs Jeſus was ſuppoſed a tina Per- 


fon; nor could They be fo weak as to imagine a 
| Giving Carcaſi, a Body without a Soul, to be a Perſon. 
Jo conclude this Article, the Sabellians, when They 
retired at length to that Salvo, taking Sanctuary in ro 
 #poſtaſes, underſtood one of them to be Gad the 


Frͤaiber, the other, the Man Chrift Jeſus t: which 


was afterwards the Doctrine of Paul of Samoſata, 
And of Photinus, who thus refined upon the Sabellian 
Fier. But I have been rather too 14 in confut- 
ing a Pretence, which has nothing to countenance it 

in Hiſtory ; beſides that it is P 3 to 
good Senſe. 
XV. The next Thiog I charged you with z, was 
your erending, falſly, that Bp Bull had not ſhown 
that the Fathers of the ſecond Century reſolved the 
Unity into the fame Principle with the Nicene Fa- 
_ thers. I obſerved that the Biſhop had ſhown it, 


0 Vid. Tertull. Contr. Prax. e. 27. Comp. Athanaſ. Contr. : 
Sabell. Gregal. p. 29. Ed. Bened. 95 
+ See this expreſly aſſerted in Athayaſius, Tom. 2. 2. 39. before 
"fer to. 4 Defenſe, p- 117. 5 

5 referring 


5 11 


= lieved God the Son to be a Creature. 


my 


referring; vou to the, Place; where *. [You now ſay 
In ur, Ah (h 24+) T hat-which the Biſhop has done 
Section is fully anſwered and refed, p. 197, 198. 
thale Pages, in your Diſquitiens, 
and can'ſee-noching. late it; except it * your Fancy, 
or Fithion, that the Avte-Nicene Fathers, when: They 
ſpeak, of the Logos as. exiſting in the Father before 
his coming forth, mean it of an Aurilaue anly, and 
nothing real. This groundleſs Surmiſe is at large | 
confuted by Biſhop, Bull t: And give me leave alſo 
to refer you to what I have obſerved +, on that 
| Head, ©, What you add, gelating to Clemens Romans, 
= only. gravis dictum, and, Wants to. be proyed.. 
XVI. I blamed you **- farther for referring tt to 
Baſil, as an Evidence that Gregory Thaumaturgus be- 
1 7 Lou tell” 4-4 
ia your Rh (p. 24.) that you ſay nothing of his 
E (Gee Faith. Pleaſe to look back to -yaur A. 
n Dien jtions, and 2 5 our own former Thoughts. 
which run thus. © Laltly, it is to be noted that 
neither Gregory ERS who, as St. % 
* vwitneſſeth, depreſſed Chriſt imo the Rank, of Grea= 
C ares (in Creaturarum cenſum depreſſit) nor Di 
„ of Alexandria, who, as the fame (Baſ!) witne -4 
denied the - Conſubſtantiality, argc have thought 
4 rightly (refte ſemtire potuiſſe) of the proper Eter- 
« nity of Chriſt... Is this ſaying nothing of Gregory's 
Faith? Tho' He depreſſed Son into the Rank of 
| Greaturei, as you tell us He did; and tho He could 
not think (i. e. believe) rightly of Chrilt's proper Eter- 
nity, as you allo ſay; yet you have faid nothing of 
2 Gregory's Faith. Ridiculous: you Baue aid it, 2 


 ® Bull. Def Fid. Nic. sed. 4. © 4 | Yom PW Ie 
T Bull. Def. Fid. Sect. 3. cap. 5,6, 7,8, 9 10 F 
+ Defenſe, p. 148, &c- Sermon, p. * 2 
5 . Defenſe, p. 418. . . 
if Mod. _ p- 84. 


. 


_ Men had ſaid: And you” come 
fame baffled Objeckions; 


old | Objection, which Biſhop Bull had « 


burner you? Dinan, f 155 
e p. 51 52. Thaw T avce 
two or moſtiy wide of the 
Point, and ſearce —— Notice; We' muſt ſup- 
poſe our Readers acquainted with the 
are upon, which it would de redious io give ar | 
length: AA 
| Objo8tions are. | 


— up) ther thd qjhpte of Geyls 

| Divine Nature (to the Patriarchs) ander Human Form, 
| did not make the er dd pet God from the Father». | 
No certainly; N any of the Ave Pe Wane» 42 
* ball Def” Fi. N. rr 4 r 


—_ 


San at all. Your Citations from Tertullian and 


intra Aby ſſos efle, & ubique conſiſtere, ſed vi & pateſtate: Fi- | 


3 * eee . 
— — 2 


yet ac 
: — — 
the 012.00peict , r Z 
enen 


These. 
. You objeQ, that 4 . who bold upon 


2 


it as impious 10 aſcribe ta the Father ſuch 7 Fas 
—_— ſernple of pphing 10, the Sev, muſt have 
was ſome differemce berween the Father 


Son, in rye 22 F anſwer, that They thought 
0 — Difference than This, that one was a 
and the other a Son; and that one was tobe 
and the other not. It would have been 
pigs to aſcribe to the Perſon of the Father, what 
5 to the Perſon of the San; not only be- 
aauſe the Farber was never to be ſent, nor to act a 
miniſterial Part, any more than He was to be In- -Y 
comers: dat elfa-decadlo. the Teadedeye en Pies ; 
tences was to make Father and Son one Ahpoſtaſis, or 
_ Perſon, and was in reality to deny that there was ay = 


| Martyr are not pertinent, unleſs you ſuppoſed your 
7 2 to be uguing Sabellians. TIS done 


„ Habes Filium in Terris, habes Patrem in Calis: non et 
| paratio iſt, ſed Diſpoſirio divina. Caterum ſcias Deum etiam 


lium quoque ut individuum cum ipſo ubique. Tamen in ipſa 
ode Pater voluit Filium in Terris haberi, ſc vero in Czlis. 
Lertull. adv. Prax. cap. 2. 


. 8 | 3 5 | with | 


L741 
with your Diſſertation, let us next come to Diſqai/; 
duch. p- 87. There, I muſt obſerve, you have 
hardly one word to the purpoſe. All that you prove, 
is, that Father and Son are not one Numerical Eſ- 
ſence, in your Senſe ; that is, They are not one Nu- 
merical Perſon, which is readily allowed: As alſo 
that They have not one Numerical Will, Power, &c. 
in your Senſe, tho* They have in Another. -Yolun- 
tas de Volmtgate, Potentia de Potentia is the Catholick 
Doctrine, as much as Subſtantia de Sulſtantia, or 
Deus de Deo. In ſhort, if you would do any thing 
towards conſuting Biſhop Ball, you ſhould anſwer the 
Authorities which He brought, to prove that thoſe 
| very Ante-Nicene Writers (who argued that it could 
not be the Father that appeared, and deſcended, and 
Was ſound in a place) acknowledged, notwithſtand- 
ing, that the Sow was, in his own Nature, #wvifble, 
and ommipreſent as well as the Father; and that the 
| fame Writers (ſome of them) expreſly interpreted 
' thoſe Appearances, &c. of the orxorouia, Oeconomy, or 
|  Diſpenſation, which it pleaſed God the Son to run 
through; tranſacting all Matters between God the 
Father, and the World of Creatures. As to the 
o1xcrojticty and what Biſhop Bull intends by it, the 
Reader may ſee in his Defenſe of the Nicene-Faith, 
(p. 10.) What you mean ” denying it is very hard 
| to corjecture, unleſs you on ſome weak agen 
(Reply, p. 26.) in the Words, Beginning from the fall 
= 7 . For you ſay, and hem wh ſome Streſs 
upon it, that it. began from the Beginning of the Crea- 
tion, Does Biſhop Bull deny That? See his own 
| Words, in the Margin X. But, it feems, you are 
to conſtrue Bithop Bull's ſaying, that it was as hizh 


2 Dews Pater, quemadmodum per Filium ſuum mundum pri- 
mitus condidit creavitque; ita per eundem Filium ſe deinceps 
mundo patefecit. Bull. Def. F. N. p. 10. | 


= oppoſe; only you diſcover a great Di 


[751] 
as the Fall of Adams, (in Oppolition to hack as fas 


1 it to commence at the Incarnation, and no 
ſooner) as if He had faid it began from the Fall of 
Adam : And This you are to do, only to find ſome 


Pretence for contradicting Biſhop Bull, and divert- 


ing the Reader from the Point in Hand. I referred 
you ( Defenſe, p. 418.) to Authors *, Antient and 
Modern, who aſſerted the oixowpia in Biſhop Bull's 
Senſe. To which you have nothing of any moment. 
— : 
that Biſhop Ball had ſo well guarded his Point, and 
vindicated his Doctrine, that all your moſt A 
and plauſible Pretences fall before Him. i 
XVIII. I charged you f with ſetting Clemens of 
2 and St. Paul, at Variance; and yet giving the 
Preference to Clemens, as laying Chriſtianity before us 
in its naked Simplicity. To this Article you ae. 
pleaſed to fay never a Word, 85 
XIX. I took notice alſo, in another 0 of 
your Sophiſtical way of reaſoning againſt the _ 
of Myſteries, or Matters above Comprehenſion. - 


| called upon you (p. 318, 319.) to explain * 


Meaning, and to let us know diſtinctly, what there 
is in the Doctrine of the ever Bleſſed Trinity, to 
give you ſuch Offenſe, and to raiſe your Zeal againſt 
it; whether it be that the Doctrine is, in your 
Judgment, Contradittory to Reaſon, or only above 
Reaſon; or that it is unſcriptural only, and no more: 


1 But to This alſo you — no Reply. 


XX. I charged you farther (p. 131.) with uf ing a 
bad Art, to ſerve a bad Cauſe: which was the ſe- 
vereſt Thing 1 had ſaid of you, and which you had 


VV Tertull. Contr, Prax. c. 2, 3. Clem Alex. p« 831. 95. 
Ed. Ox. Tatian. c. 8. Ed. Ox. Hippol. Contr. Noet . p. 12. 15. 
Fabric. Valeſ. Not. in Euſeb. p. 5.6. 90. 13. , 

'+ Defenſe, p. 40. 
+ Defenſe, p. 308, 8 
. 3 1 given 
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given me juſt occaſion for; as I ſhowed 2 
the place referr'd to. In Apology for your 2 

(Rep. p. 56.) you cire a Pallge of my — 
(p- 433.) where I ſay, A Writer is not to be 
s blamed, in ſome Caſes, for taking what is to his 
« purpoſe, and omitting the reſt. To which give 
me leave to anſwer in my own Words, as they fol- 
low in the ſame Page; But, as the Caſe is here, 
& the beſt, and indeed only light to direct the Rea- 
der to the true meaning of what is cited, is left out. 
| You ſay, your deſign being only to prove from the Words 
of Juſtin, hat Chriſt was God, xa& H avry, 
according to the Will of his Father, 2-bar Reaſon 
could you have to add that He was alſo ftiled an Angel * 
Bur, do you not yet perceive that the Queſtion is, 
whether Chriſt be ſaid to be God 3 Be wors, 
according to the Will of the Father, in that Place 4 
| Jain, or no? The, Words, literal rendred,, run 


„ both God, being his Son, and an > Angel 2s i. 
_ © niſtring to his Father's Will. The meaning of the 
Paſſage is not, as you repreſent it, that Chriſt is 


So, by the Will of the Father (tho' even That might 


bear a good Senſe) but that it pleaſed God that his 
Son, who was God already, as God's Son, ſhould be 
an Angel allo. That He was God, was a neceſſiry 
Thing; but that He ſhould be Both, was not fo. 
This I took to be the true Senſe of the Paſſage. 
For, Juſtin gives the Reaſon why He was God; it 
was | becauſe He \ was God's Son, He reſolves his Di- 


9 To nan} Bra * teh nes} Os dune, — wh 

Aer in TS err T5 V% aired, Dial. p. . 
Coðgare 14+ Words of Novatian. | | 

perſonæ autem Chriſti convenit, ut & Deus fit, quia | Dei 


Filius; & Angelus ſit, quoniam 3 2 4 
tiator eſt, Nopat. c. 26. 


viniy 


© without 


 thority from Jas own Words, to 


9 1 CORE 4 "EY _ * * * * 22 „ 1 
on a P ” J 
oy 1 
« & N 
17 i | 


| n where-; ar 
viel „ ee 


3 age. aer 
. a Voluntatem ejus, & Deus eft, Filius 


- IX hereof you give us This: Qui ex 
8 7 Nut, & Deus eft & Has g. Here, by 
putting in the Particle Ez, before Flas, and leaving 
out & Angeln, you determine the Words to your 
own Senſe, tho” cpable of anorher Senſe as they the 
r 
complain of, that you ſhould take upon to leave 
out, and put in, what you pleaſe, to die che Words | 
down to your own Meaning; when the Words other- 
wiſe may, or rather muſt, bear a different Conſtru- 
Sion, if you plcale to let them appear intire, 2 
TOE. a g 5 
_— fay (Keph, p. 56.) that you Authority om 
a Juſtin's own — — Had you Au- 
change both his 
Words and his Senſe ? He does not fa 


y that Chriſt 
was God, and 4 Son too by the Will of the Father; but 


that He was, according to the Will of the Father, 


both God, as being his Son, and an Angel. I in- 
fiſt upon it, that the meaning may be no more than 


this, that it pleaſed God that He who was 2 


$ and that tho' it was o 


God, . not only be God, but an Amel aſo; 
ing to God's good Pleaſure, 


that He was Both, yet it was neceſſary for Him to 

be ane, as He was partaker of the divine Subſtance, 
being God's Son. You cite other Paſſages | of Faſtin, 
. declaring that Chriſt was Obs Ex Ty e Ex 
eau F JN xTIGHa Tus God as being Born 
. ( begotten) before all Creatures : and That He * 


* Whitby. Diſquiſite Mod, p. 32 


050 


above. Now, let us conſider what you had ws 


ex co quod ſententia 4 of 2. 5 


' ©eds, Oey us vn Y% on, NWI the Son of God. 
= Now, theſe and the ke Paſſages make againſt you, 


28 ſhowing that reſolved Chriſt's Divinity into 
his — that is, Communiez of Eſſence, or Sub. 
face, not into voluntary Appointment. If it be ob- 
jected that He was a Son x) g, according to 
_ Faſtin, and that therefore He muſt be God g 


if He be God as God's Son; I anſwer, that the Con- 
| ſequence is not juſt. For while Faſtin underſtands 

the Sanſbip of a Temporal and Voluntary , 
or coming nh He ſuppoſes the Logos not to have 
| been ig C Grey but from the very Subſtance of = 
the Father; and therefore He was Gad, as having ever 
_ exiſted before his coming forth, in and with the Fa- 
ther. In a word, He came forth, was not created, 


mud therefore He is Gad. Had He been produced 
from nothing, as Creatures are, He could not be God: 


But ſince He came forth as a Son, of the ſame di- 
vine Subſtance with the Father, therefore He is God. 
This I take to be the true Account of Juſtin's Prin- 

© ciples relating to this Head; as alſo of all the other 

Fathers that ſpeak of a valumary Generation. See my 
| Defenſe, Qu. 8. You ſee then, how wide a difference 


there is between your Account of Juſtin and mine. 


I deſire only to have Fuſtin's Text fairly repreſented 
2 it is. To put in, or leave out any thing here, 


and thereby to determine the Senſe againſt us, in ſo 


_  exitical a Pho as This, is very unfair and unjuſt ; 
And deſerves the hardeſt Names that I could give it. 
Let ws have no Tampering with Texts. You may 
argue and realon for your Senſe of the Paſſage, if you 
pleaſe; as I do allo for mine. Only let our Rea- 


_ lee * what the Words of the Author ane. | 


„ via. Juſtin, Dial. p- 183 373. Comp. apol. 1 50 Pp: 44 46. 
' Apo. 3 2. Pp: 13. 8 | | 
| To 


tw 


Io do-etherwiſe.1s corrupting the Evidence, pervert- 
ing Judgment, and giving Sentence before the Cauſe 
comes to a fair Hearing. This kind of Management, 


| eſpecially in ſo Weighiy a Cauſe, wherein the Ho» 


is what I cannot account for: And if, upon this Oc- 


daſion I expreſs d ſome Wonder and Aſtoniſiment. 


that any ſhould be ſo reſalureih eager 10 ungod their 
Saviour, as not to permit the Cauſe to haue a fair Hear» 


Deſeole my Sayiour's: Honour, than Thoſe: intem- 


nour of our God and Saviour is ſo nearly concern d. 


Anſwer to your Defenſe Part. Upon the whole, it 


to your Charge, whether general Fallacias, or partie 


as one, What you have done, or ſhall do, in the 


I higk-ir beſt to poſpone my Second Part, 'becauſe 


you are ſtill going on to ſupply me with new Mat 
ter for it: And you have promiſed the Publick great 
Things, to appear in due Time. I am now pretty 


— 


EY well acquainted with you; and may therefore pre= 


ſyme to exhibite to the Reader, or to your Self, 

a brief Account of your chief Materials, with which 

8 yow/ are to work in this Controverſy, and upon which 
e 1+ HS 4-4 


F 1. In the firſt place, you have a ſtrong Preſumption, 


that Two, or more Perſons cannot conſtitute one Indivi- 


dual, or Numerical * Subſtance, or Eſſence. You N 


produce Teſtimonies 
| proving Nothing but a. real Diſtinction; and by Vir- 


tue of the Preſumption laid down (which s only 


| upon Corte) you perfivade your {elf, that thoſe = 


18 
Teſtimonies are of ſome weight, and pertinently al. | 
_ ledged, eren gan Thoſe: who attic D. 
. E aro gem 5 
* In ſecond place, you another ſtrong 
Preſumption, that no r 
be conſſtent with ſmeb Equalitys or ſuch Union 4 "we 
maintain, | Hereupott you produce + further Cloud: of 
Teſtimonies from the enen, proving nothing but 
_ a" Swbordiniation : which Teſtimonies, by virtue of this 


your ſecond Preſiamprion (ſtanding only upon Courteſy, 


as the former) are conceived to be of Weight, and - 


to be pe tly cited; even againſt Thoſe whoTreadily = 
admir of a Subordination, in Conformity with the 
Antient Fathers. From what I have obſerved” here, 
and under the former Article, you may perceive that, 
25 leaſt, nine Ports in tem of your Quotations are in- . 
tirely wide of the Point; and it may fave” you 
. trouble for * furure, * de ** apprized 
3B. Beſides eib you dikes a ons- of 
; Orgem chiefly from thoſe Pieces | lch are — 
een, Genuine, or not free from Interpola- 
tion *, or wrote in a Problematical Way t, or not 
epntaining Ovigew's mature and riper Thoughts; pub- 
hiſhed . without his Conſent, and ſich as He 
_ Himſelf afterwards difapproved, and repented of 5. 
And thoſe you urge ainft us, notwithſtanding that 
we appeal chiefly" to his Book againſt Celſus, which 
is certainly Origen s, and | which contains his moſt” ma» 
ture Sentiments; and from whence it is demonſtra- 
bie that Origen was no Arian, but plainly Au. 


I Avian **, 


vid. Ruffin. de Adulter. idrorum Origen p. 249. rd. Bened. 


LED nber Origenian. p. 133 


I Vid. Pamph. * <of p. 221. Ed. Beued. Phot, Cod. 17. 
 Athansf. Vol. 1. p- 233. 

I + Vid. Hierom. de Error. Orig. ad Pammach. Ep. 41. p- 347+ 
* "Op Vid. Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. . 8 


Fi repreſent Antiquity theo 


* ag * 
> * Th * = _— * 
„ 4 9 3 9 
. 5 = 


[ 8x ] 

4. You lay a very great Streſs upom Exſchivs, as 
if He wwe gfe for all de us W Writers: 
tho* we might more juſtly: produce Athavaſms (with = 
reſpect to his Two firſt Tracts ) as an Aue. Nicene 

Writer; And his Authority is, at leaſt, as 
as the other's, Enfebins we be of little weight 
with us, wherever He is found to vary either from 


Himſelf. or from the Catbolicks which lived in, or 
before his Time. Nothing can be more unfair than 


ugh the Glaſs of Euſe- 
bins, who has been ſo much ſuſpected; Beſides that 
we can more certainly determine what the Sentiments 
ol the earlier Writers were (from their own Works 
ſtill extant) than we can what Euſebius's were; whole 
Writings are more doubtful and ambiguous 3 inſo- 
much 1 * the learned World have been more di- 
vided about Him and his 32 1 about any 

other Writer whatſoever. 


J. Laſtly, You bring up 
Conceſſions of Peravius — Huetius; ſuch as They 


again, 8 Eee 


uncautiouſiy fell into, before this Matter had been 


thoroughly canvaſs d, as it hath been ſince by uy 
Bull, and other great Men. From that Time, molt 
of the learned Men in Europe, Komaniſts * as well 
as Proteſtants, appear to have the ſame Sentiments + 
The Aue Nicene Faith, which Biſhop Bull had. 
is therefore now much out of Time, . very An. in- 
genuous to lay any great Weight upon - &f E 
ment of Petavius, or Huta, however valuable 
and learned, ſince this Matter has been much more 
accurately inquir'd into, than it had been at that 
Time. Huetins has lived to ſee Biſhop Bull's Works 
(as we may reaſonably prefume) and cannot be igno- 
rant how highly They have been valued Abroad: 
Yer we do not find that He has ever complain d of 


® See Nelſon's Life of Biſhop Bull, 7305. Ge. 308. | | 
EE 'M any 


4. 1 


1 
any Injury done Him by the Riſhop, or that He ever 
thought fit to vindicate Himſelf, or his great Oracle 
Petauius; to whoſe Judgment (as He Himſelf la- 
ments) He had once dearly paid too great a De. 
San: ot: 1 
It may ſuffice, for the preſent, to have left theſe 
ſew general Hints; by means of which an Intelligent 
Reader, without farther Aſſiſtance from Me, may 
readily diſcover the Fallacy of your Reaſonings, and 
anſwer the moſt plauſible Objections you have to 
urge againſt the received Doctrine of the Blefſed 
Trinity. If any thing more particular be neceſſar 
hereafter, I ſhall (with God's Aſſiſtance) endeavor 


[of 


to do Juſtice to the Cauſe which I have taken 


in Hand; and, as opportunity ſerves, ſhall proceed 
in detecting Sophiſtry, laying open Diſguiſes, expo- 

ſing Miſreports, Miſquotations, Miſconſtructions, or 
any other Engines of Deceit, as long as there appears 


to Me any probable Danger from thence ariſing to i 
Honeſt Well-meaning Men, leſs acquainted with this 


momentous Controverſy. In the Interim, I am with 
All due Reiped, . 8 ET 


_ | ho | 


Vid. Huetu Comment. de Rebus ad illum pertinent, 5. 710. 


—_—_. 
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The Thed Edition, Octavo 1720. 
yo Sermons Preach'd at the Cathedral Church =_—— 
St. Paul, in Defenſe of the Divinity of our Lord Feſus + 
Chriſt ; pon the Encouragement given by the Lady 
Moyer, and at the Appointment of the Lord Zip of 
London. With a Preface containing Remarks upon Tivo = 
late Pamphlets : One Init led, Modeſt Pleas — Con- 
 tinued, &c. The other, Unity of God not incomſſtemt irh 
the Divinity of Chriſt, & c. ” Bock by Daniel Waterland, 
D. D. Maſter of Magdalen College in Cambridge, and 


of the Huy Thin, is anfoer . a Cingy-Men 'n the < 


Chaplain in Ordinary to His m * Se- bw 


| Creyghton, Caron- Reſidentiary of Wells, late Greek 
e of Cambridge. Octavo 1720. 

EKemarbs upon a late Diſcourſe... of Free-Thinking : * | 
2 Letter to F. H. D. D. by Philaeutherus Lipfienſt. : 


Twenty two Sermons on ſeveral Su 


ulii Cæſaris quæ exſtant Omnia. Ex Recen- 
toannis Daviſn, cum 'ejuidem- Animad verſioni- 


_ 4 


A bus ac Notis Pet. Ciaconu, Fr. Hotomanng, Jon. 
Brantii, Dionyſ. Voſſii & aliorum. Acceſſere Meta- 


| phrafis Græca Librorum viz. De Bello Gallico, nec 


non Indices neceſſarii. Quarro 1706. 
M. Minucii Felicis Octavius, ex iterata ts 5 


1 ; 5 Joannis Daviſu, cum ejuſdem Animadverſionibus, ac 
Notis Integris Def. Heraldi & Nic. Rigaltii, dec non 


Selectis aliorum. Accedir  Commodianus, Evi Cy- 


| Priavici Scriptor, chm Obſervationibus antehac Edi- 
dis, aliiſque nonnullis, dur jam primum . 


Octavo, 1712. 5 
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M. Tullii Ciceronis 2 Ns 1 4. 

Cum notis integris Paulli Manucii, Petri Victor, 

— Camerarii, Dionyf. Eambini, & Fulv. Urſini. 
— ſuiſque Animadverſionibus Illuſtravit ac 


Emachlavit Foannes Deviſdun, L. L. D. Coll. Regin. 
Oumtab. Magiſter, & Canonicus Elienſis. Accedunt 
_ Empadotiones Cl. In Walkers, A. M. Coll. Trin. 


Bocii. 1738, 


Lactantii Firmiani Epitvins einm Inſtitutio- ö 


num ad pPentadium Fratrem. Eam ex veruſtiſimo 


Msto Taurinenſi nuper editam recenſuit & ſais ani- 

madver ſionibus Mſtuſtravie; ac emendavit Da- 

= & Thevlogiz Dofor' C. R. E. M. C. E. 

_ Oftavo 1718. . 

Sui Lexicon, Græce & Latine: Nd : 

cum cum Manuſcriptis Codicibus collatum a quam 
plurimis mendis purgavit, Notiſque perpetuis illu- 


literarum in S Regio Berolinenſi. 3. Vol. 
Folio. 1210. 
Ci. Criſpi Salluftii quæ extant; cum Notis Inte- 
gris Glareani, Rivih, Ciacconii, Gruteri, Carrionis, 
Manutii, Putſchii, Douſæ; Selectis Caſtilionei, C. & —_ 
A. Popme, Palmerit, Urſini, J. Fr. Gronovits Victo- 


5 Fitz &c. Accedunt Julius Exſuperantius, Porcius La= 


5 tro: & Fragmenta Hiſtoricorum Vert. cum Notis A. 


5 ru F G Waſſe, Con. Regin. apud Cantab. Socius ; | 


Praemittitur Salluſtii Vita, Auctore V. Cl. Fan. 
 Clerio. Quarto, 1710, 


4 ſtravit: Verſionem Latinam Emilii Porti innumeris 
nn locis correxit; Indiceſque Auctorum & Rerum 
| Kuſterns, © Profeffor humaniorum 


- Recenſuit, Notas perpetuas, & Indices ad. 
& Nobiliff. Marchioni de Kent a Sacris Domeſticis. 


Q. Horatius Flaccus 28 Richardi Bentheis W | 


: — accurate e 


Aas addidit Thomas | 


